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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
As we move toward the 21st century, the challenges and concerns 
facing educators are complex and burgeoning. Many question our 
educational system's readiness to prepare students to face the challenges 
that await them in a continually changing, technologically advancing 
society. There is much cause for concern. Nearly a decade ago, many 17-
year-olds did not possess the "higher order" Intellectual skills we should 
expect of them. Less than 40 percent could draw Inferences from written 
material; only one-fifth could write a persuasive essay; and only one-
third could solve a mathematics problem requiring several steps (National 
Commission on Excellence In Education, 1983). Eight years later, we are 
still beset with the problem. 
In a study conducted in 1989 by the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress, fewer than 5 percent of this nation's 17-year-olds 
demonstrated the ability to "synthesize and learn from specialized reading 
materials" and 13-year-olds finished last among nine countries 
participating in an international mathematics assessment. Using national 
assessments and international comparisons, many American students 
apparently are unable to comprehend, apply, or think critically about 
science, history, geography, mathematics, or literature. 
Changing assessment techniques may hold the key to improving 
schooling in this country. Historically, we apparently have been 
satisfied with a narrow definition of assessment, which rely heavily upon 
using standardized test scores as the primary means of evaluating our 
students' achievement. Billions of dollars are spent on less than 
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one percent of all assessments conducted during the course of a year, 
those being standardized tests (Stlgglns, 1991). Critics feel It has 
skewed the curriculum toward the teaching of what Is most easily measured 
by machines; basic skills and Isolated facts (Willis, 1990). Because the 
majority of these tests focus on low-level cognitive work and because 
teachers tend to "teach to the test," Instruction Is reduced to rote 
memorization and drill (Newmann, 1991). However, according to Kalllck 
(1990), a national consultant on thinking and assessment, "Students can no 
longer just cover the curriculum. They have to uncover It for It to be 
truly meaningful." In order to accomplish this task, Wiggins (1989e) 
suggests we challenge our students to be thinkers and problem-solvers. To 
do this, we must expand our vision of assessment to Include those measures 
which are authentic in nature. 
Authentic assessments are contextualized challenges which replicate 
situations and represent performances that consumers or citizens typically 
face or must do in the real world (Wiggins, 1989b). These assessments 
involve a challenge of producing, rather than reproducing, knowledge 
(Newmann, 1991). They go beyond basic recall and lower levels of thinking 
by requiring the student to demonstrate his/her understanding and 
competency through a product, performance, or exhibition. The emphasis is 
on teaching "habits of mind" such as problem solving, decision making, 
analysis of divergent viewpoints, critical thinking, and self-evaluation. 
These habits can be used throughout their lives. 
Advocates of authentic assessment believe that authentic assessment 
will foster in our young people the problem-solving abilities needed to be 
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successful citizens in the 21st century because of its many benefits. 
First, authentic assessment probes and prods the student's mind to reveal 
what it knows and can do in action (Wiggins, 1991). It promotes higher 
order thinking by presenting students with complex tasks such as open-
ended questions and ill-structured problems. Authentic assessments serve 
the goal of greater teacher empowerment by allowing teachers to play a 
central role in designing, administering, and scoring assessments (Willis, 
1990). These assessments are also more likely to motivate students 
because the student must play an active role in the process. 
The move to authentic assessment will require a major shift in roles 
for many teachers. Because authentic assessment supports the notion of 
"teacher as coach, student as worker," the student must take 
responsibility for his/her own learning. This means that the role of the 
teacher changes from merely teaching and testing to seeing that the habits 
of mind are learned. This type of assessment also requires the teacher to 
play the role of assessor by requiring him or her to clearly articulate 
the evaluative criteria and standards upfront when the task is identified. 
Like a coach, the teacher must help his/her students know and internalize 
the standards for a winning performance. 
According to Putka (1989), the new wave of assessment innovation 
promises to build the kinds of analytical skills that workers of the 
future will need. Unfortunately the change which needs to occur in order 
for us to move toward an authentic curriculum will not come easily. It is 
a complex, multi-dimensional change because it means not only changing the 
way we assess our students, but also reexamining and reprioritizing what 
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we teach as well. For many teachers, it will require altering some firmly 
entrenched beliefs about education and teaching. It will also require 
educators to revise their delivery system as they assume the role of a 
coach. Most teachers are largely unprepared for this complex task. For 
these reasons we must keep the complexity of the innovation firmly in mind 
as we work to implement it into the educational organization. 
Because of its complexity, we can't simply infuse authentic 
assessment into the classroom; however, a professional development 
paradigm can provide the anchored framework and organizational structure 
to help with the implementation process. Joyce and Showers have been 
successful using the paradigm to implement teaching strategies into the 
classroom (Showers, 1984) and attack the problem of transfer of teacher 
learning to regular and appropriate use in the classroom. Joyce, Murphy, 
Showers, and Murphy (1989) have also applied the results of the training 
research to the improvement of a school. Their study directly linked the 
training research to general school improvement goals. It confirmed the 
link between staff development, implementation, and student outcomes. The 
success these researchers experienced in implementing specific school 
improvements with the professional development paradigm holds great 
promise for assisting in the implementation of this multi-faceted 
innovation--authentic assessment. 
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Statement of the Problem 
In order to make assessment a central experience in learning, there 
is a need to incorporate authentic assessment into the high school 
curriculum. Unfortunately, the task is not that simple. It is complex 
because it not only involves changing the method of assessment, but it 
also involves changing beliefs about assessment and teaching, the method 
of delivery, and the curriculum itself. Important components of a 
training design that provide effective transfer of training are found in 
Joyce and Showers' training design (1988) and include theory, 
demonstration, practice, feedback, and coaching. The model also includes 
a support structure comprised of study groups, staff development 
specialists, and peer coaching teams. The problem for the study is to 
determine if Joyce and Showers' Professional Development Paradigm has 
influenced the implementation of authentic assessment. 
Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to determine if the training 
design (i.e., theory, demonstration/model, practice, feedback, and 
coaching) and the support structure (i.e., study group and staff 
development specialists) of a professional development paradigm influence 
the implementation of authentic assessment. Its specific purposes 
include : 
1. To determine the extent the design influences the Levels of Use 
and Stages of Concern of the participants. 
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2. To determine the key elements within the design that enhanced the 
implementation of authentic assessment. 
3. To identify factors that hamper the impact of implementation of 
authentic assessment. 
Research Questions 
The study was designed to research answers to questions related to 
what happens during the implementation of a complex innovation--authentic 
assessment--and whether or not the professional development paradigm 
influences the implementation of that innovation: 
1. What are the Levels of Use and the Stages of Concern of the 
participating teachers? 
2. What components of the professional development paradigm enhance 
implementation? 
3. What factors hamper the implementation of the innovation? 
Basic Assumptions 
1. The teachers completed the Stages of Concern (SoC) Questionnaire 
independently. 
2. The teachers answered the interview questions candidly. 
3. Teachers voluntarily assisted in this research project by 
completing surveys and interviews. 
4. The Implementation Analysis Survey and Staff Development Survey 
accurately reflected individual concerns. 
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Delimitations of the Study 
The case study is limited to one high school in an Iowa suburban 
school district. As a result, the following delimitations apply: 
1. Only high school teachers were involved in the study. 
2. Implementation was measured by using teachers' perceptions of 
their use of authentic assessment and their concerns regarding 
it. 
3. All subjects interviewed were members of one school organization 
trained in the same innovation--authentic assessment. 
4. The sample size was limited. 
5. Since Stage 0 (Awareness) included both users and non-users, 
complete analysis was difficult. 
Definition of Terms 
These definitions are presented to provide clarity and understanding 
of their use in this investigation: 
1. ACE - acronym for Authentic Curriculum and Evaluation, synonymous 
with this high school's definition of authentic assessment. 
2. Authentic Assessment - a performance-based assessment which 
requires a student to demonstrate his/her knowledge through a 
product, performance, or exhibition. It goes beyond basic recall 
and stresses "habits of mind." Key components include: the exit 
outcome, authentic task, and scoring rubric which are all 
demystified to the student upfront. 
3. B.I.T. - building improvement team. 
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4. Executive Control - master the skills of a new strategy plus have 
the ability to choose appropriate objectives for the strategy and 
teach students how to respond to the new strategy (Showers, 
1987). 
5. Implementation - process or means of introducing an innovation. 
6. Implementation Analysis Survev - a survey designed and given by 
members of the Restructuring Committee to determine degree of 
commitment to the implementation of authentic assessment and 
feedback to help improve the process. 
7. Innovation - introduction of a new practice, program, or 
procedure. 
8. Intervention - an action or event that influences use of an 
innovation. 
9. Levels of Use - determination between a non-user and a user of an 
innovation and levels of implementation of an innovation. 
10. Paradigm - a model of the professional development framework. 
11. Process - procedure, technique, or method of change. 
12. Professional Development - (synonymous with staff development); 
process of providing opportunities for teachers to learn and 
improve not only "what" to teach but "how" to teach. 
13. Professional Development Paradigm - training design, support 
structure, and innovation. 
14. Rubric - a set of guidelines for giving scores which includes 
both criteria and standards. 
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15. S.O.S. - staff development specialist. 
The study is designed to examine the implementation of authentic 
assessment and the effectiveness of the components of the staff 
development structure used in the implementation process. 
16. Staff Development Survey - a survey given to obtain feedback 
regarding the professional development paradigm used in the 
implementation process. 
17. Stages of Concern - seven specific stages identified as feelings 
of concern that teachers have about an innovation. 
18. Support Structure of the Professional Staff Development Paradigm 
• Study group team - group of teachers that meet regularly to 
offer support, assistance, and encouragement of each other. 
• Peer coaching team - teacher partners that coach and observe 
each other within each other's classrooms. 
• Staff development team - principal and staff development 
specialist (classroom teacher in the designated building). 
19. Training Design - theory, demonstration/model, practice, 
feedback, coaching. 
Summary 
The purpose of the study was to determine the effectiveness of the 
training design in implementing a major school improvement innovation-
authentic assessment. Each component of the training model was 
implemented as part of a professional development process to meet the 
individual, school, and district goals for the 1990-91 school year. 
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Chapter II presents a review of literature in three sections; 
educational change, professional development paradigm, and authentic 
assessment. 
Chapter III presents the methodology used in the data collection. 
This chapter explains the background of the district, collection of data, 
and data analysis. 
Chaptër IV presents the findings of the study. 
Chapter V presents a summary of the study, discussion, limitations, 
recommendations for practice, and recommendations for future study. 
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CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This study Investigates the effect of the training design and support 
structure of a professional development paradigm on the implementation of 
a major innovation--authentic assessment. These elements are shown In 
Figure 1. 
Peer Coaching Team 
•Coaching 
•Observation 
Implementation 
of Authentic 
Assessment 
Staff Development Team 
•Principal 
•Staff development 
specialist 
Training Design 
•Theory 
•Demonstration 
•Practice 
•Feedback 
•Coaching 
Study Group Team 
•Weekly meetings 
•Coaching partners 
•Study group logs 
Figure 1. Professional development paradigm (design adapted from Bruce 
Joyce and Beverly Showers' training design, Joyce and Showers, 
1988) 
The review of literature in this chapter provides further explanation 
of the concepts examined in this study. It is presented in three 
sections: 1) educational change, 2) professional development paradigm, 
and 3) authentic assessment. 
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Educational Change 
Improvement, restructuring, and transformation are concepts which are 
frequently discussed today. While definitions of the concepts may vary, 
they all mean one thing: educational change. Change can encompass what 
or how our students learn, change in how schools are managed, or change in 
rules, roles, and responsibilities (Lezotte, 1991) or perhaps even new 
materials, new behaviors or practices, and/or new beliefs and 
understandings (Fullan, 1990). In examining this multi-dimensional 
process, it is important to consider assumptions, issues, and factors 
affecting change, phases, and outcomes, the teachers themselves, as well 
as tools and instruments that have been developed to help monitor and 
facilitate the change process. 
Assumptions constitute our philosophy of change and are frequently 
subconscious sources of actions. A number of leading researchers in 
educational change have identified factors which influence change. Fullan 
(1985) examined individual case studies by Showers, Huberman, and 
Stallings and concluded there are basic truisms that can help guide those 
who manage the change process. They include: 
1. Change is a process, not an event; it happens over time. 
2. Anxiety and uncertainty are common in initial stages of 
change. 
3. Assistance is needed. 
4. Change occurs through practice and feedback. 
5. Teachers need to understand the rationale and reason for 
implementing the change. 
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6. Organizational conditions of administrative support and 
peer norms help move toward successful implementation. 
7. Successful change occurs through interaction with peers 
and administration. 
Fullan also identified ten extremely important determinants made by 
planners of change which may affect whether the realities of 
implementation get confronted or ignored. 
1. Do not assume that your version of what the change 
should be is the one that should or could be 
implemented. 
2. Assume that any significant innovation, if it is to 
result in change, requires individual implementers to 
work out their own meaning. 
3. Assume that conflict and disagreement are not only 
inevitable but fundamental to successful change. 
4. Assume that people need pressure to change, but it will 
be effective only under conditions that allow them to 
react, to form their own position, to interact with 
other implementers, to obtain technical assistance, etc. 
5. Assume that effective change takes time; 2-3 years for 
specific innovations, 5 or more years for institutional 
reforms. 
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6. Do not assume that the reason for lack of implementation 
is outright rejection of the values embodied in the 
change, or hard-core resistance to all change. 
7. Do not expect all or even most people or groups to 
change. Progress occurs when we take steps that 
increase the number of people. 
8. Assume that you will need a plan that is based on the 
above assumption. 
9. Assume that no amount of knowledge will ever make it 
totally clear what action should be taken. 
10. Do not assume that changing the culture of institutions 
is the real agenda, not implementing single innovations 
(Fullan, 1990). 
Miles (1987) suggested that there are five critical issues that are 
involved in getting from knowledge to action in regards to making 
educational change happen. They include: 
1. Clarity. The knowledge must be understood clearly--not 
be fuzzy, vague, or confusing. 
2. Relevance. The knowledge is seen as meaningful, as 
• connected to one's normal life and concerns--not 
irrelevant, inapplicable, or impractical. 
3. Action images. The knowledge is exemplified in specific 
actions, clearly visualized. People have an image of 
"what to do to get there." 
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4. Will. There must be motivation, interest, action 
orientation, a will to do something with the knowledge. 
5. Skill. There must be actual behavioral ability to do 
action envisioned. Without skill, the action either 
will be aborted or won't really follow the knowledge. 
There are a number of factors that affect whether or not change will 
be successful. In recent findings, Louis and Miles (1990) noted that it 
was necessary to take into account the issues of context, planning, vision 
building, resources, and problem coping in order to generate action. It 
is important to keep in mind that turbulence is the norm, and school 
improvement is most successful when schools and their districts are 
actively engaged with each other. They also found that an evolutionary 
stance works best, with plenty of early action to create energy and 
support learning. Shared images of what the school should become, 
adequate funding for serious change efforts, and dealing with problems 
promptly and with some depth are also crucial if successful improvement is 
to occur. 
Some researchers contend that change occurs in phases. Miles (1986) 
depicted it by identifying 14 key success factors across the three well-
known phases of the change project. Each phase is briefly defined 
followed by necessary elements which will help to ensure its success. 
Phase I - Initiation - how organizations reviewed new 
ideas and decided to adopt them 
• Linked to high profile need 
• Clear model of implementation 
• Strong advocate 
• Active initiation 
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Phase II - Implementation - initial use including 
first experiences 
• Coordination 
• Shared control 
• Pressure and support 
• Technical assistance 
• Rewards 
Phase III - Institutionalization - whether the change gets built in 
as an ongoing part of the system 
• Embedding 
• Links to instruction 
• Widespread use 
• Removal of competing priorities 
• Continuing assistance. 
Huberman and Miles (1984) stressed that continuation or institutionaliza­
tion of innovations depends on whether or not the change gets embedded or 
built into the structure (through policy, budget, timetable, etc.), is 
determined by the ability of the organization to generate a critical mass 
of administrators and teachers who are skilled in and committed to'the 
change. 
Institutionalizing a given innovation is not an end in itself. The 
process "begins with the individual user not even interested in attending 
to the innovation, but ends with the user so proficient that he or she is 
riding new winds, modifying the original innovation so that it in fact 
works better, or even looking for a practice that represents an 
improvement over the one just mastered" (Crandall, Eiseman, and Louis, 
1986, p. 44). The ultimate goal is, however, reaching the outcome. 
Change in the process is presumably the means to the outcomes (i.e., 
student achievement). Fullan (1982b) noted that five kinds of outcomes 
can be identified and measured: 1) degree of implementation - degree of 
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teacher change; 2) attitude toward innovation - perception of strengths 
and weaknesses of the change; 3) impact on students by assessment of 
learning, on teachers' benefits by professional development and growth, 
and on organizational change by increased peer collegiality; 4) con­
tinuation - site-based management (e.g., budget); and 5) attitude toward 
school improvement - attitude toward making changes. 
Another important component in the change process is the role of the 
teachers themselves. McKibben and Joyce (1980), Huberman (1988), and 
others found that the psychological state of a teacher can be more or less 
predisposed toward considering and acting on improvements. Some teachers, 
depending on their personality, are influenced by their previous 
experiences and stage of career and more self-actualized and have a 
greater sense of efficacy which leads them to action and persistence in 
the effort required to bring about successful implementation. They also 
found that teachers' sense of efficacy, self-actualization, control, 
motivation, and desire for change varies dramatically among teachers and 
as a result can affect their involvement in the change process. 
The inclination to proceed with an educational innovation must be 
strong, because the objective characteristics of the innovation are, in 
the end, the most important factors. It is users' perception of the 
innovation, largely conditioned by the degree of success they have in 
learning and applying it, that determines whether the new program is 
continued or abandoned after its initial implementation (Guskey, 1986). 
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CBAM: Concerns-Based Adoption Model 
A central and major premise of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model is 
that the single most important factor in any change process is the people 
who will be most affected by the change. Individuals must be the focus of 
the attention in the implementation of any new innovation. Only when each 
(or almost each) individual has absorbed the innovation can it be said 
that the change has occurred (Hord, Rutherford, Ruling-Austin, and Hall, 
1987). 
The Research and Development Center for Teachers (R&DCTE) at the 
University of Texas at Austin developed the Concerns-Based Adoption Model 
(CBAM) as a means to learn more about change in the school improvement 
process. The model is based on the following assumptions about change: 
1. Change is a process, not an event. 
2. Change is accomplished by Individuals. 
3. Change is a highly personal experience. 
4. Change involves developmental growth. 
5. Change is best understood in operational terms. 
6. The focus of facilitation should be on individuals, 
innovations, and the context (Hord et al., 1987, pp. 5-
6 ) .  
Researchers have developed instruments to help in understanding, 
facilitating, and evaluating the change effort. These instruments include 
two individual diagnostic components--Stages of Concern (Hall et al., 
1977) and Levels of Use (Hall, Loucks, Rutherford, and Newlove, 1975). 
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Stages of Concern serves as a basic dimension for describing the dynamics 
of an individual innovation adopter, while Levels of Use (LoU) focuses on 
knowledge, skill, and behavioral aspects of the individual's involvement 
with a change. In combination, SoC and LoU provide a powerful description 
of the dynamics of an individual involved in a change, one dimension (SoC) 
focusing on feelings, the other (LoU) on performance (Hall, George, and 
Rutherford, 1986). 
Stapes of Concern (SoC) 
The Stages of Concern (SoC) dimension of the CBAM provides a method 
of identifying seven kinds of concerns that users, or potential users, 
have about the innovation. Individuals in Stage 0 (Awareness) fall into 
two categories--those who are not concerned about the innovation and very 
experienced users who no longer view the innovation as new or as requiring 
a great deal of energy or thought. Individuals in Stage 2 (Personal) view 
the innovation as a personal threat oftentimes because of self-doubt or 
lack of confidence. Stage 3 (Management) concerns focus on logistics, 
time, and coordination. Stage 4 (Consequence) concerns relate to how the 
innovation is affecting learners and how to increase its impact. 
Individuals with high Stage 5 (Collaboration) concerns are trying to deal 
with finding time to collaborate with other colleagues and individuals 
using the innovation. Individuals experiencing Stage 6 (Refocusing) 
concerns are usually self-starters who are looking for ways to refine the 
innovation (Hall et al., 1986). 
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The seven stages are also grouped into three dimensions--self, task, 
and impact. Stage 0 (Awareness), Stage 1 (Informational), and Stage 2 
(Personal) are part of the "self" dimension; Stage 3 (Management) is part 
of the "task" dimension; and Stage 4 (Consequence), Stage 5 
(Collaboration), and Stage 6 (Refocusing) are part of the "impact" 
dimension (Hord et al., 1987; Loucks and Hall, 1977). 
During the early stages of implementation, teachers are likely to be 
at the stages of "self." Teachers might be at the "personal" stage as 
they are concerned with their ability to implement a new program and 
concerned about failures through experimentation. Task concerns (Stage 3, 
Management) are prevalent during the early use of the innovation. These 
concerns center on time to complete everything required, organization, and 
management of students. When the concerns begin to focus on the effects 
of the innovation on students and effectiveness of the implementation, the 
level of impact has been reached. 
Personal concerns (Stage 3) fall into one of three clusters: 
1) organization/political/professional; 2) decision making/commitment; and 
3) self-task (Marsh and Jordan-Marsh, 1986). Strategies can be developed 
to address these personal concerns. 
The purpose of identifying the stages of concerns for individuals is 
to assist in providing assistance and support. According to Hord et al. 
(1987), "Concerns do not exist in a vacuum. Concerns are influenced by 
participants' feelings about an innovation, by their perception of their 
ability to use it, by the amount of support and assistance they receive as 
they attempt to implement change" (p. 43). Loucks and Hall (1977) noted 
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that "one possible reason why so many workshops are seen as irrelevant is 
that they are not targeted toward the Stage of Concern or Level of Use of 
the participants" (p. 20). 
In a study conducted in Jefferson County, Colorado, Loucks and Melle 
(1982) used the Stages of Concern Questionnaire to collect data that were 
used for several purposes. As a formative evaluation tool, the data 
identified teachers' needs to retarget resources, reformulate training 
designs, and provide assistance based on individual teacher profiles. The 
data for each school provided clues of factors influencing the 
effectiveness of the staff development at the school level. A district-
wide concerns profile assisted in the planning of staff development 
activities and the overall assessment of whether the plan was having the 
desired effect. By using the instrument in this manner, it aided in 
furthering the implementation of the innovation. 
Levels of Use fLoU) 
The other dimension of the CBAM is the Levels of Use of the 
Innovation (LoU) which is an instrument that describes the behavior of 
individuals as they become more familiar with and more skilled in using 
the innovation. The Levels of Use provide a means of determining if the 
effort of the implementation of the innovation has been successful (Loucks 
and Melle, 1982). It describes users as they progress from 
familiarization to increased sophistication in using the innovation. 
There are eight levels: 1) LoU 0 - Non-use, 2) LoU I - Orientation, 
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3) LoU II - Preparation, 4) LoU III - Mechanical Use, 5) LoU IVA -
Routine, 6) LoU IVB - Refinement, 7) LoU V - Integration, and 
8) LoU VI - Renewal. 
The first three levels deal with non-users. In Level 0 (Non-use), 
the individual has little or no knowledge of the innovation. This stage 
can include those individuals who are clearly not interested in the 
innovation to individuals who have full control of the innovation and are 
moving on to a different innovation. In Level I (Orientation), typically 
the Individual has acquired or is acquiring information about the 
innovation. In Level II (Preparation), the individual is preparing to use 
the innovation for the first time. The user levels include individuals at 
Level III (Mechanical), in which the user struggles with logistics, time, 
and coordination and tries to manage all of them while incorporating the 
innovation; Level IVA (Routine), in which the user has stable use of the 
innovation and makes few if any changes in its ongoing use; Level IVB 
(Refinement), in which the user works to vary the use of the innovation to 
increase the impact on their students; Level V (Integration), in which the 
user collaborates with others to achieve a collective impact on their 
students; and Level VI (Renewal), in which the user continually works to 
improve the quality of the use of the innovation by seeking to refine or 
modify it in order to achieve increased impact on their students (Loucks, 
Newlove, and Hall, 1975). 
The outcomes from interview data from a study in Springdale School 
District on an effective teaching program for users were: 65 percent (LoU 
III), 20 percent (LoU IVA), and 5 percent (LoU IVB). This supports the 
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probability that usually "sixty to seventy percent of the first-year users 
of an innovation will be the mechanical level (LoU III)" (Hord et al., 
1987, p. 66). Few teachers will reach LoU (Integration) unless part of 
the innovation requires collaboration. 
Facilitators use the Levels of Use format (Hall et al., 1975) to 
understand and monitor how innovations are being used by participants in 
school improvement projects. Two prescriptive components, the 
Intervention Taxonomy (Hall, Zigarmi, and Hord, 1979) and the Intervention 
Anatomy (Hord, Hall, and Zigarmi, 1980), are helpful in planning 
appropriate interventions based on the Stages of Concern and Level of Use 
diagnoses. Awareness of the stages of the change process and the levels 
of use of an innovation help a facilitator provide appropriate support at 
each stage and select interventions that will help the implementation to 
be more successful. 
Professional Development Paradigm 
A professional development paradigm is a structure to assist with 
staff development or professional growth that provides a systematic 
framework for implementing organizational change in the workplace. In 
reviewing the literature relevant to the professional development 
paradigm, current research regarding staff development, components of the 
professional development paradigm, and role of the building leaders in 
helping facilitate the process, were examined. 
Showers, Joyce, and Bennett (1987) conducted a meta-analysis of 
approximately 200 research studies and concluded: 
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What the teacher thinks about teaching determines what 
the teacher does when teaching. 
Almost all teachers can take useful information back to 
their classrooms when training includes four parts: 
1) presentation of theory, 2) demonstration of the new 
strategy, 3) initial practice in the workshop, and 
4) prompt feedback about their efforts. 
Teachers are likely to keep and use new strategies and 
concepts if they receive coaching (either expert or 
peer) while they are trying the new ideas in their 
classrooms. 
Competent teachers with high self-esteem usually benefit 
more from training than their less competent, less 
confident colleagues. 
Flexibility in thinking helps teachers learn new skills 
and incorporate them into their repertoires of tried and 
true methods. 
Individual teaching styles and value orientations often 
affect teachers' abilities to learn from staff 
development. 
A basic level of knowledge or skill in a new approach is 
necessary before teachers can "buy in" to it. 
Initial enthusiasm for training is reassuring to the 
organizers but has relatively little influence upon 
learning. 
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9. It doesn't seem to matter where or when training is 
held, and it doesn't really matter what the role of the 
trainer is (administrator, teacher, or professor). What 
does matter is the training design. 
10. Similarly, the effects of training do not depend on 
whether teachers organize and direct the program, 
although social cohesion and shared understandings do 
facilitate teachers' willingness to try new ideas. 
Loucks-Horsley, Harding, Arbuckle, Murray, Dubea, and Williams (1987) 
stated that teacher development is a complex process whose success depends 
upon a favorable context for learning and practical, engaging activities. 
Availability of resources, flexible working conditions, support, and 
recognition can all make the difference in the desire of teachers to 
refine their practice. Similarly, staff development experiences that 
build on collegiality, collaboration, discovery, and solving real problems 
of teaching and learning summon the strength within a staff, instead of 
just challenging them to just measure up to somebody else's standards. 
The focal point for staff development is the individual, working with 
others, trying to do his/her best possible job of educating children. 
When staff development emphasizes an idea or an approach without 
considering the person(s) who will implement it, the design and results 
are weakened (p. 7). Loucks-Horsley and associates (1987) went on to 
summarize ten characteristics of successful teacher development which they 
feel applies to all professional development: 
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1. collegiality and collaboration; 
2. experimentation and risk taking; 
3. incorporation of available knowledge bases; 
4. appropriate participant involvement in goal setting, 
implementation, evaluation, and decision making; 
5. time to work on staff development and assimilate new 
learnings ; 
6. leadership and sustained administrative support; 
7. appropriate incentives and rewards; 
8. designs built on principles of adult learning and the 
change process; 
9. integration of individual goals with school and strict 
goals ; and 
10. formal placement of the program within the philosophy 
and organizational structure of the school and district 
(p. 8). 
LeBlanc and Zide (1987) developed a checklist of key elements for 
program design and implementation after conducting three, long-term, staff 
development programs. The matrix was designed to provide replication 
opportunities for program design and implementation by identifying key 
factors of administrative support and teacher involvement--growth 
important for success (see Figures 2 and 3). 
The professional development paradigm is comprised of three main 
components--the training design, the support structure, and the innovation 
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to be implemented. The training design and support structure are multi-
faceted and equally important to the success of the implementation and are 
further defined below. 
Training model/design 
Joyce, Hersh, and McKibbin (1983) and Joyce (1986) indicated that 
research has shown that five major components (i.e., theory, 
demonstration, practice, feedback, and coaching) contribute to the impact 
of training. 
Administrative Support 
1. Identify need/goal collaboratively: 
administration, teachers, consultants 
2. Define instructional area tied to goal 
3. Provide incentives, space release time 
4. Delegate responsibility/authority for 
coordination to program directors 
5. Attend collaborative planning and 
training sessions 
6. Express value of and commitment to program 
Figure 2. Key factors of administrative support in program design and 
implementation (LeBlanc and Zide, 1987, Appendix A) 
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Teacher Involvement - Growth 
1. Support experimentation and problem solving 
2. Collaborate in goal setting, program 
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation 
3. Choose incentive options: 
• Graduate credit 
• In-service credit 
• Open session participation 
4. Participate in staff development program process: 
• Information 
• Demonstration 
• Critique and selection of techniques 
• Practice 
• Peer observation 
• Feedback 
• Peer coaching 
• Team work 
• Product development 
Figure 3. Key factors of teacher involvement--growth in program design 
and implementation (LeBlanc and Zide, 1987, Appendix A) 
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Presentation of theory - journal articles, lectures, 
videos, and discussions provide "the rationale, 
conceptual base, and verbal description of an approach" 
(Joyce et al., 1983, p. 139). 
Levels of Impact of theory - "raise awareness and 
Increase conceptual control" (p. 140). 
Modeling or demonstration - enactment of the strategy-
through live demonstration with children and adults, or 
through media (e.g., videos). 
Level of impact of modeling - "considerable effect on 
awareness and some effect on knowledge" (p. 140). 
Level of Impact of demonstration - Increase the mastery 
of theory. 
Practice - simulated activities with small groups to 
practice the strategy. 
Level of impact of practice - efficient way to apply 
prior awareness and knowledge levels of strategy. 
Feedback - a structured system for observation and 
opportunity for reflection of the observation. 
Level of impact of feedback - regular and consistent 
feedback necessary to make and maintain change in the 
approach. 
Coaching - analysis of the content and approach to be 
taught and plans to help students adapt to the approach. 
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A number of researchers (Sparks and Loucks-Horsley, 1989; Joyce and 
Showers, 1988; Joyce, 1986; and Joyce et al., 1983) pointed out that the 
content and training design of staff development programs need to be 
research based with these components: presentation of theory or 
description of the new skill or strategy; modeling or demonstrations of 
the skills or strategies; models via video tapes, role play, or 
simulation's; practice in simulated and real settings; structured and 
opened feedback to provide information about performance; and coaching 
with follow-up work to ensure effective implementation. 
Guidelines for the training design of staff development programs 
provide opportunities for teachers to increase their repertoire of 
teaching skills and use them effectively in their own classrooms. Joyce 
and Showers (1980) specify four levels of training impact and five 
training components to reach impact, as shown in Figures 4 and 5 (as cited 
in Servatius, 1980). 
There are several types of learning that must occur in the transfer 
process. The five elements outlined by Joyce and Showers (1983a) are; 
1. to forecast the transfer process throughout the training 
cycle 
2. to reach the highest possible level of skill development 
during training 
3. to develop what we term "executive control," that is, an 
understanding of the appropriate content for the model 
and how to adapt it to different types of students--a 
"meta understanding" about how the model works, how it 
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can be fitted into the instructional repertoire, and how 
it can be adapted to students 
4. to practice in the workplace 
5. to institute a process of coaching during practice in 
the work setting (pp. 21-22). 
Skill attainment of a new strategy does not ensure transfer of the 
skills back to the classroom. An important part of the transfer process 
is reinforcing and reassuring teachers there will be feelings of 
frustration and uneasiness as they begin to implement the new strategy. 
According to Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec (1990), implementing a new 
instructional strategy requires a teacher to 1) take risks by a 
willingness to experiment, 2) accept failures as a part of experimentation 
and as a source of learning, and 3) reflect with colleagues about 
successes and failures of the implementation efforts. 
Skill development is essential in the transfer process. Showers 
(1984) and Joyce et al. (1983) noted that skill development (i.e., model 
of teaching) assumptions are: 1) the study of theory has occurred in at 
least 20 to 30 hours of training, and 2) at least 15 to 20 demonstrations 
of the skill have been observed and included in the development of use of 
the model for the first time. Competency attainment of the skill comes 
with at least 10 to 15 tries for productivity design. Executive control 
is developed through practice in the classroom. Joyce and Showers (1988) 
reported that a teacher needs to continue long enough with the process 
(i.e., 20 to 25 trials), including having someone analyze the students' 
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Training Outcomes : Levels of Impact 
1. Awareness Realizing an area exists and 
and being able to focus on it 
2. Concept understanding Internalizing the concept 
3. Skill attainment Possession of the skills to 
act on the new knowledge 
4.. Applications/ 
problem solving 
Using the skill, adapting 
and refining it 
Figure 4. Four levels of training impact 
Components of Training 
1. Presentation of theory Description of skill 
2, Modeling Demonstration of skill 
3. Practice Simulation of use of skill 
4. Feedback Structured or open-minded 
information provided about 
practice performance 
5. Coaching Assistance in transforming 
the skill to classroom use 
Figure 5. Five training components to reach impact 
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responses, in order to obtain executive control and to have the approach 
become part of his or her repertoire. 
Support structure for the professional development paradigm 
In its purest sense the support structure is comprised of three 
groups--the study group team, the peer coaching team, and the staff 
development specialists. Joyce and Showers (1988) recommend building a 
community of learners by establishing a district staff development 
governance structure. They believe a major change in the social system of 
the school has to occur for an effective staff development program to 
exist and become implemented (Joyce et al., 1983; Joyce, 1986). The 
structure is established so that each teacher and administrator belong to 
a team for study and support. Each member of a study group belongs to a 
coaching team of two or three. These coaching teams are linked to two 
other teams to form a study group of no more than six members. The 
leaders of the study group and building principal(s) form a staff 
development/school improvement council for that particular school. A 
representative from the school is on the district cluster committee. This 
ties the local schools with the district and a representative from the 
central administration (i.e., associate superintendent), as shown in 
Figure 6. 
Study group 
A review of the literature indicates there is a difference between 
the composition and expectations of a support/study group. 
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District Office for Educational Programs 
and Staff Development 
(Director is Associate Superintendent) 
Cluster Network Committees 
(Each of the clusters has representatives 
from a high school and its feeder schools) 
Staff Development/School Improvement Council 
(School principal and study group leaders) 
Study Group 
(Three coaching teams) 
Coaching Team 
(Two teachers) 
Figure 6. Suggested district staff development governance structure 
(Joyce and Showers, 1988, p. 9) 
McREL (Coaching. 1983) defined a support group as a group of six to twelve 
teachers (preferably less than nine) organized into three or four coaching 
teams. The support groups met regularly to provide help and support in 
improvement in instruction. Regularly was defined as every two or four 
weeks for the support group meeting with peer observations and coaching 
teams in between meetings. The support group meeting had a mutually 
agreed agenda, review of progress being made in the classroom, 
identification of problems to be worked by next time, and closure. A 
facilitator and recorder were designated to promote effectiveness in the 
organization of the support group meetings. Such a support system with 
peer observations, based on the work of Joyce (1986), was successfully 
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implemented in a four-year Follow-Through Project with school districts of 
Cotopaxi and Westcliffe, Colorado (Blackadar and Nachtigal, 1986). 
Johnson, Johnson, and Holubec (1988a, 1988b, 1990) recommended 
development of study groups within school buildings as a means of helping 
colleagues implement a skill (i.e., cooperative learning). The study 
group was defined as a small group of two to five members working together 
until the members reached a routine-level of implementation of the skill. 
The members also varied in expertise and degrees of training in the skill. 
The study group met regularly (i.e., once every two weeks). Johnson 
recommended Including the administrator as part of the study group, or at 
least keeping him/her informed of what was happening in the study groups. 
This information would help the administrator understand what was 
occurring in the classroom. 
In contrast to both of the previously discussed models of support/ 
study groups, Joyce and Showers (1988) recommended the establishment of a 
study group of no more than six members with coaching teams consisting of 
only two members each within the study group. The building administrator 
and study group leaders form a staff development/school improvement 
council at the school. The purpose of the study group and peer coaching 
teams was to provide assistance during implementation of an innovation. 
McREL's (Coaching. 1983) recommendation that the principal not be 
included in a support group meeting is in direct contrast to Joyce and 
Showers' (1988) and Johnson et al.'s (1988a, 1988b, 1990) recommendations 
that the principal be a part of the support/study group process. It 
rejects the concern that the administrator needs to keep teachers' 
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evaluations separate from teachers' performance during the coaching 
process. 
Zahorik (1987) conducted a multi-case study by interviewing 52 
teachers from six different elementary schools with results clarifying 
that collegiality exchange was an essential element in any staff 
development program. A major implication of his findings is the need to 
help teachers become less private about their classroom behaviors as a way 
to increase collegiality, improve instruction, and make teaching more 
rewarding. The study suggests that collégial exchange about teaching 
tends to increase by provision of time to do so; by establishment of 
grade-level teams with emphasis on planning, providing feedback, and 
decision making; and by the removal of teachers from isolation. 
Little (1981) concluded following in-depth research in six schools 
that school improvement was most likely to be successful where a "norm of 
collegiality and experimentation" existed. Important components included: 
1) teachers engaging in frequent, continuous, and increasingly concrete 
precise talk about teaching practice; 2) teachers and administrators 
frequently observing each other teaching, and providing each other with 
useful feedback of their teaching; 3) teachers and administrators 
planning, designing, researching, evaluating, and preparing teaching 
materials together; and 4) teachers and administration teaching each other 
the practice of teaching. 
A collégial support group can be formed with a group of teachers with 
the goal of improving each other's competence in teaching and providing 
opportunities for professional growth. Some of the activities that can 
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occur within a support group are: co-planning, co-teaching, peer 
observation conferencing, and sharing of successes and concerns with the 
fellow teachers (Joyce et al., 1989; Showers et al., 1987; Johnson et al., 
1987, 1988a, 1990; and Little, 1981). Collegiality within the support 
group is important because it builds trust so that teachers feel less 
anxiety in observing and providing feedback to help each other to grow and 
understand. 
Zins, Murphy, Maher, and Wess (1988) identified eight key elements 
that contribute to an effective support group: 1) establishing non-
threatening, supportive environment and norms that encourage participation 
and openness; 2) involving all participants in agenda-setting; 
3) identifying highly relevant, broad range of topics for meetings; 
4) building commitment and enthusiasm of members; 5) maintaining group 
camaraderie, trust, and support; 6) facilitating networking process that 
continues outside of group meetings; 7) varying learning formats; and 
8) selecting members who share common professional goals. 
Peer coaching 
Peer coaching is a means of providing support and encouragement to 
colleagues as a new teaching strategy or innovation is being implemented. 
It can be for the purpose of sharing a lesson, demonstrating a teaching 
strategy, or analyzing and discussing an article. According to Joyce and 
Showers (1988), coaching has been found to be an effective component of 
the professional development paradigm because it contributes to the 
transfer of training. Sparks (1983a) supported this point in a study she 
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conducted involving 19 junior high school teachers of English, social 
studies, and mathematics for low-achieving students. The three groups 
were divided into: Group I having workshops only. Group II having 
workshops with peer observations on two occasions, and Group III having 
workshops plus coaching from the workshop leader. Through teacher 
interviews and observations, it was determined that Group II had greater 
transfer of the skills taught in the workshops. The researcher concluded 
that the study provided, through teacher interviews, a better 
understanding of teachers' reasons for changing or not changing their 
behavior, plus data on attitudes toward training, and data that helps us 
understand the process of teacher change. 
"The major purpose of peer coaching programs is to implement the 
innovation to the extent that determination of effects on students is 
possible" (Joyce and Showers, 1988, p. 83). Results of a study conducted 
by Showers (1984) indicated that students of coached teachers had higher 
achievement than did students of uncoached teachers using a model-relevant 
test. Also, a study by Sharan and Hertz-Lazarowitz (1982) reported a 
fairly high level of transfer of training after 52 hours of initial 
training in a teaching strategy (small group teaching) and follow-up with 
peer observations and feedback by teams of teachers working together. 
Other purposes of coaching include building a community of teachers 
working together to share their craft and developing a common terminology 
of terms for further understanding of collégial study of new knowledge and 
skills. The coaching relationship found in peer coaching is a partnership 
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in which two or more people work together to achieve a goal (Joyce and 
Showers, 1988). 
Blackadar and Nachtigal (1986) and McREL (Coaching. 1983) identified 
two parts to the coaching process: 1) establishment of a support group 
and 2) peer observation. The coach making the peer observation can be a 
peer, principal, consultant, or other, who is knowledgeable about the 
strategy being implemented and has developed a level of trust (Showers, 
1987; Coaching. 1983). In the classroom the coach assists and supports 
the teacher as he/she first begins to utilize the new strategy in teaching 
students how to respond to the new model. 
Glatthorn (1987) identified five major functions involved in the 
process of coaching: 1) provision for companionship to talk about 
successes and frustrations with a new model of teaching; 2) provision for 
objective, non-evaluative feedback during the practice period of learning 
the new model of teaching; 3) analysis of the application of the new model 
of teaching to reach executive control so that the use of the model is 
internalized to become spontaneous and flexible; 4) adaptation of the 
teaching model to the special needs of students; and 5) analysis of 
student responses by the coach in assisting the teacher in modification of 
the model, and facilitation of support by the coach as the teacher begins" 
early trials of the model. 
The simplicity of coaching is in the provision of time for teachers 
as peers to watch each other teach and then to talk about what they see. 
Frequency and duration during coaching are the key components of time. 
Frequency includes the number of opportunities that teachers have to do 
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collaborative work on Ideas and plans and to apply the Ideas and lesson 
plans In their own classrooms. Duration Includes the expectations set for 
"progressive gains in competence and confidence." Mastering the practice 
of teaching "takes time, practice, some tolerance for mistakes along the 
way, and some way of marking progress" (Little, 1981, p. 33). 
Joyce, Murphy, Showers, and Murphy (1989), Sharan and Hertz-
Lazarowltz (1982), and Little (1981) stressed the Importance of coaching 
when Implementing an innovation by claiming that a professional 
development program must require teachers to examine their own practices 
and share observations with others through discussion. There is some 
difference in opinion regarding the frequency of observations needed; 
however, the consensus appears to be that approximately 20 observations 
are necessary to facilitate transfer of training into the daily teaching 
repertoire (Joyce et al., 1989; Joyce and Showers, 1981, 1988; and 
Glatthorn, 1987). 
Staff development team 
The staff development team may include the staff development 
specialist(s) and the building administrator(s). Joyce and Showers (1988) 
referred to specialists in curriculum and instruction who study 
alternatives, study staff development and school improvement, and organize 
the offering that support each of these substantive components as staff 
development specialists. "These persons need to develop a very high level 
of competence in an area to the point where they can deal with its theory, 
demonstrate it, organize practice with it, and help coaching teams and 
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study groups sustain its use in the instruction setting" (p. 13). They 
provide instruction and support to their colleagues working on the 
innovation. 
Building administrator In order for a change effort to be 
successful, it is critical that the administrator actively support the 
staff development programs (McLaughlin and Marsh, 1978). The principal 
must be seen as a change agent recognizing and encouraging teachers to 
adopt the change. Key factors that affect change are related to the 
climate of the school; provision for individual differences, provision 
for a secure environment, acceptance of the influence of past behaviors, 
careful introduction of new practices, expectations of some resistance, 
avoidance of misunderstandings during the beginning stages, acceptance of 
change as a process that is not easy, tolerance of controversy through 
philosophical conflicts, establishment of ways to provide approval and 
recognize the need for accomplishments, and intuitiveness to positive 
and/or negative discontent (Aquila and Galovic, 1988). 
The principal must work hard to create an environment in which the 
norm of the staff is that of working cooperatively, exchanging 
information, and supporting each other to improve instruction. Four key 
instructional leadership practices that help the principal to create a 
collégial environment: 1) announcement of the building principal's 
expectations that collegiality and coaching are part of the school's 
values; 2) modeling the processes him/herself through discussion, 
suggestions, and demonstration; 3) provision for incentives and 
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recognition of efforts by the building principal; and 4) encouragement of 
risk taking by experimentation (Coaching, 1983). 
The principal, according to Leithwood (1990), is a key to creating 
conditions for continuous professional development. In examining 
principals who were particularly effective at transforming the culture of 
the school for school improvement, he found that successful principals 
used six broad strategies. They took action that: 
1. strengthened the school's (improvement) culture; 
2. used a variety of bureaucratic mechanisms to stimulate 
and reinforce cultural change; 
3. fostered staff development; 
4. engaged in direct and frequent communication about 
cultural norms, values, and beliefs; 
5. shared power and responsibility with others; and 
6. used symbols to express cultural values (p. 22). 
Time is essential for planning, collégial interaction, and 
professional development. The administrator shows his/her support by 
providing time for the teachers to plan, observe, and provide feedback to 
each other through the coaching process. Some ways of doing this are 
scheduling part-time teachers to reduce the load of teachers engaged in 
professional development activities, hiring substitute teachers to provide 
teachers time to peer observe and coach in each other's classroom, and 
paying stipends for participation in after-work or weekend workshops 
(Showers, 1985). 
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In the Follow-Through Project in two school districts in Colorado, 
Blackadar and Nachtigal (1986) stated that the most critical role of the 
administrator was "regular monitoring of the coaching process, visitations 
to classrooms, availability to staff...providing classroom coverage for 
the peer observation program, facilitating common time for staff to 
meet..." for success of the program. 
Fullan (1982b) summarized a three-year study in Jefferson County, 
Colorado, with 80 elementary schools by Hall, Loucks, and others in which 
they found "the degree of implementation by teachers in a school was a 
direct function of what the principal did" (Loucks and Melle, 1982, p. 
136). 
Joyce and Showers (1988) clearly defined specific duties that the 
administrator must perform to lead to faculty cohesion and development of 
study groups : 
1. Organize study groups and coaching teams; meeting and 
facilitating their activities. 
2. Organize a staff-development/school improvement council 
for coordination of activities, select priorities, and 
facilitate the components of study groups and coaching 
teams. 
3. Arrange time for collaborative study and implementation 
of the innovation. 
4. Be knowledgeable about training and options for school 
improvement as well as ensure staff is knowledgeable. 
5. Participate in training and implementation. 
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6. Continue assessment of school climate, provide for 
giving information to faculty for decision making of 
further study and improvement. 
Research on the Improvement Process (RIP) staff at the University of 
Texas at Austin studied nine elementary school principals implementing an 
Innovation. Stiegelbauer (1984) identified four major functions necessary 
to implement an innovation: 1) developing supportive organizational 
arrangements, 2) training, 3) consulting and reinforcing, and 
4) monitoring and evaluating. 
In this study (as cited in Stiegelbauer, 1984), the facilitating 
style of the principal was the variable that most significantly affected 
the overall success of the implementations. Three styles identified in 
the study were: 1) Manager style - principal worked with teachers 
implementing the innovation and was concerned with overload; 2) Initiator 
style - principal had a vision and decisions were made in direct 
relationship to the school goals and the needs of the teachers and 
students; and 3) Responder style - principal allowed the teachers to take 
the lead and dealt with decisions on a daily basis. 
Bauchner and Loucks (1982) reported a study of building 
administrators from 146 school districts. They found specific variables 
that influence implementation of a new practice to include: 1) manage­
ment style - open and responsive to the teachers and provides feedback; 
2) commitment - affects both the individual and the school; and 
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3) organizational change - facilitating change increases chance for 
institutionalization. 
Hord and associates (1987) noted that the principal must be a change 
facilitator who constantly surveys and gathers information about the 
school, the faculty, and the students; processes and generates ideas to 
meet the needs and problems observed; and delegates responsibility and 
leadership with the staff. The principals identified as the most 
effective were those that were "team-oriented, working collegially with 
their second CP's" (i.e., CF - change facilitator) (Hord et al., 1987, 
p. 84). 
Staff development specialist Joyce and Showers (1988) defined the 
staff development specialists as persons with "a high level of competence 
in an area to the point they can deal with its theory, demonstrate it, 
organize practice with it, and help coaching teams and study groups 
sustain its use in the Instructional setting." The second change 
facilitator, as termed by Hord et al. (1987), is someone at the school 
site that has a leadership role. Because this person is building-based, 
the second change facilitator "is likely to be more efficient, effective, 
and well received by teachers" (p. 84). Stiegelbauer (1984) noted that 
the second change facilitator often is responsible for the training, 
provides more consultation to individual, teachers, and monitors what the 
teachers are doing in an effort to provide corrective feedback and 
assistance in implementing the innovation. 
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Authentic Assessment 
One of the keys to school reform Includes the premise that teachers 
should model themselves after athletic coaches, advising and encouraging 
students rather than lecturing at them; students should be "workers" who 
labor at their own education (Sizer, 1985). According to Grant Wiggins 
(1989b), we need to shift the responsibility in education from the teacher 
to the student and help students accept responsibility for their own 
learning. We need to endorse the viewpoint of "teacher as coach, student 
as worker" and stress teaching the "habits of the mind" (Wiggins, 1989a). 
Habits such as problem solving, decision making, analysis of divergent 
viewpoints, critical thinking, and self-evaluation allow students to 
demonstrate thoughtful control over ideas. 
Many researchers believe that authentic assessment may hold the key 
to improving student achievement in our schools today by cultivating the 
higher-order thinking skills and problem-solving capacities necessary for 
improving performance. Authentic assessments are challenging tasks that 
replicate the challenges and standards of performance that typically face 
writers, business people, scientists, community leaders, designers, or 
historians. They include writing essays and reports, conducting 
individual and group research, designing proposals, assembling portfolios, 
and so on. They are responsive to individual students and to school 
contexts. Authentic assessments, often called performance-based or 
alternative assessments, seek to measure directly the student's ability to 
perform in a subject area; therefore, they are designed to resemble tasks 
that a consumer or citizen might encounter in the real world. Such tasks 
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require students to analyze problems, orchestrate skills, and generate 
Ideas (Willis, 1990). They require producing, rather than reproducing, 
knowledge (Newmann, 1991) and require thinking of assessment as a process 
rather than as an isolated event. Newmann suggests aiming toward 
authentic achievement in order to 1) motivate students and sustain the 
hard work learning requires and 2) promote the higher-order thinking and 
problem-solving capacities that are useful both to individuals and 
society. The use of authentic assessment techniques throughout 
instruction can provide valuable feedback helpful in making ongoing 
decisions about curriculum and instruction. 
The National Commission on Testing and Public Policy in a recent 
report stated that there needs to be "a fundamental change in the role of 
testing in our society that would see testing transformed from a 
gatekeeper to a gateway of opportunity." One of their recommendations 
states that testing programs should be redirected from over-reliance on 
multiple-choice tests toward alternative forms of assessment (From 
Gatekeeper to Gateway: Transforming Testing in America, 1990). We need 
to begin anew from the premise that a testing program must address 
questions about the inevitable impact of tests (and scoring methods) on 
students and their learning. If we are to change education to meet the 
demands of the information age, we must overcome our habits of using 
product-oriented assessment techniques to measure process-oriented 
education. We need to redesign assessment to fit the goal of the 
restructured school: to prepare students for the complexities of the 
post-industrial era (Wiggins, 1990d). A genuine test of intellectual 
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achievement doesn't merely check "standardized" work In a mechanical way. 
It reveals achievement on the essentials, even if they are not easily 
quantified. In other words, an authentic test not only reveals student 
achievement to the examiner, but also reveals to the test-taker the actual 
challenges and standards in the field. It is Important that students be 
empowered for life-long learning in order to develop the skills that allow 
them to tolerate ambiguity which is omnipresent in our society (Wiggins, 
1989a). According to Elliot Eisner (1991), what really counts in schools 
is to learn how to help students formulate their own problems and teach 
them the tactics and strategies to solve them. This can be accomplished 
by altering the ways we assess our students. 
Authentic assessment involves not only redesigning assessment 
techniques, but also reexamining and reprloritizlng what we teach as well. 
It involves altering firmly entrenched beliefs about teaching and 
education held by some educators and administrators. In addition, in 
order to Incorporate authentic assessment into our educational systems, it 
will require us to alter the delivery system and curriculum in order to 
maintain the Integrity of the model. Because of the complexity in 
designing authentic assessments, Wiggins (1990d) encourages us to begin by 
asking ourselves the following questions: 1) What kinds of challenges 
would be of most educational value to students? 2) What kinds of 
challenges would give teachers useful information about the abilities of 
their students? 3) How will the results of a test help students know their 
strengths and weaknesses? and 4) How can a school adequately communicate 
its standards to interested outsiders and justify them so that 
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standardized tests become less necessary and less Influential? We must 
also consider carefully the role curriculum should play in our educational 
process. According to Wiggins, it must develop in students the habits of 
mind required for a lifetime of recognizing and exploring one's ignorance. 
The modern curriculum should thus : 1) equip students with the ability to 
further their superficial knowledge through careful questioning; 2) enable 
them to turn those questions into warranted, systematic knowledge; 
3) develop in students high standards of craftsmanship in their work 
irrespective of how much or how little they "know"; and 4) engage students 
so thoroughly in important questions that they learn to take pleasure in 
seeking important knowledge. 
To assist in the change, Archibald and Newmann (1988) suggest four 
guidelines in developing local plans to implement authentic assessment. 
They include: 1) developing community input to gain political support and 
concentrate resources and attention to the project; 2) developing teacher 
commitment by helping them understand how new forms of assessment will 
improve instruction; 3) providing opportunities for full discussion of 
assessment problems and proposals through study groups to handle issues; 
and 4) thinking big, and starting small because of the complexity of the 
change. The effects the change has on the ways we currently assess our 
students, our exit standards, the curriculum, our delivery system, and our 
current values on education provide rationale for treating the change like 
a political campaign. It is important that it is well planned and 
orchestrated to ensure its success. 
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Summary 
The review of literature included: 1) educational change, 2) the 
professional development paradigm, and 3) authentic assessment. The 
utilization of the support structure of the professional development 
paradigm and the training model or design served as the basis for the 
research problem. The literature provided evidence that follow-up 
training and interventions are essential to transfer skill development 
from training to the classroom setting. Collégial support and 
encouragement as well as guidance and instructional leadership from the 
building administrator(s) are necessary components for follow-up to 
training. 
Showers (1987) posed the important question: "Why is it so difficult 
for teachers to transfer newly learned teaching skills and strategies into 
successful classroom practice?" (p. 59). She stated that "teachers' 
cognitions surround the entire process from initial training to exemplary 
and integrated use of new knowledge and skills. Our task is to understand 
what is involved if we are to design training conditions that will 
increase the probability of transfer of training" (p. 69). 
This study examined what happened when a professional development 
paradigm was used to implement a complex innovation--authentic assessment. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
Background 
Urbandale High School, a suburban high school with a 9-12 enrollment 
of 850 students, was chosen for the study. The district is comprised of 
approximately 3,000 students housed in six sites (one high school, one 
middle school, and four elementary centers). The community is very 
homogeneous with basically an upper middle class population. Parents play 
an active role in their children's education serving on committees, 
checking with the school in regards to their student's progress. Parent 
teacher conferences at the high school have had upwards of 70 percent of 
the parents in attendance during the last three years. The average high 
school teacher has been in his/her position for 15 years and is 
approximately 41 years of age. Consequently, there is very little 
turnover in teaching positions at the high school. The high school has 
had three principals in the last five years. The first principal had been 
in the district for 17 years. When he left he was replaced by a principal 
who during his three-year tenure was instrumental in implementing the 
professional development paradigm in the high school and beginning the 
innovation. The second principal was replaced by an experienced principal 
who had no prior experience with authentic assessment or the professional 
development paradigm. The associate principal role had also changed twice 
in the last five years. The role was looked upon as a co-principal role 
in regards to responsibilities (teacher evaluation, student management, 
staff development, curriculum). Both associate principals were women who 
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played key roles in the staff development process in addition to having 
considerable responsibility for managing the school. 
Teachers and administrators throughout the district, through the 
efforts of the assistant superintendent in charge of curriculum, began to 
implement a staff development program during the 1987-88 school year. The 
training design of the staff development program was based on the work of 
Joyce and Showers. The training design Included theory, demonstration, 
practice, feedback, and coaching (Joyce and Showers, 1988). The support 
structure (i.e., study group teams, staff development specialists, and 
peer coaching teams) of the professional paradigm was used to provide 
training and support. Joyce and his colleagues consulted, trained, and 
monitored the implementation of cooperative learning, inductive teaching, 
and concept attainment using the professional development paradigm in the 
district for three days in 1988-89, seven days in 1989-90, and nineteen 
days in 1990-91. Staff development specialists were classroom teachers 
selected by the assistant superintendent and the building principal to 
receive special training in the professional development paradigm, working 
with the adult learner, and the models of teaching. They worked with the 
building principals to plan the staff development to meet the building 
goals. They also trained teachers in cooperative learning and other 
models of teaching using the training design. In addition to these 
responsibilities just mentioned, they provided support and technical 
assistance to the teachers throughout the process as needed. During the 
1988-89 school year, the high school teachers selected departmental goals 
and worked to implement those changes using the professional development 
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paradigm with the assistance of the building principals and staff 
development specialists. During the 1989-90 school year, the training 
model was used to help implement authentic assessment into the high school 
curriculum. 
The high school is organized into departments with department 
chairpersons serving in a leadership capacity. The chairpersons are 
responsible for overseeing the departmental budgets, input on scheduling 
and staffing, and addressing the needs of their department. The building 
also has a council of teachers called the Building Improvement Team, 
comprised of ten teachers selected by their individual departments, whose 
purpose was to monitor the Implementation of the building goal and oversee 
the budget for the project. They also work with the staff development 
specialists and building principals to plan training for the staff. A 
Restructuring Committee was also formed during the 1990-91 year to address 
concerns which had surfaced as a result of the change process in the high 
school. The committee, comprised of six teachers, two administrators, and 
two board members, examined alternative ways of dealing with issues such 
as time, class load, scheduling, and restructuring. Four additional 
teachers, the Special Cadre, also served in a leadership role. These 
teachers received training in Models of Teaching from Biruce Joyce and his 
associates and worked with the Staff Development Specialists and building 
administrators to infuse the models of teaching (inductive teaching, 
concept attainment, inquiry, synectics, and group investigation) into the 
ACE model. 
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All the building leaders were provided opportunities for professional 
training by the district both in the professional development paradigm, 
areas related to staff development, and their building goal. The school 
board and the central office provided support and encouragement for the 
initiative. Monies were provided through the general budget and through 
the Phase III plan (a district plan to utilize money available to the 
local schools from the state for school improvement and teacher 
incentives). 
The high school teachers first became interested in authentic 
assessment during the spring of 1989, while they were completing their NCA 
self-study and preparing for a visit by the NCA team in the fall. During 
small group meetings, the teachers identified a number of common concerns 
regarding student achievement. A number of teachers expressed a concern 
that although their students performed well on standardized tests, they 
questioned their ability to apply the knowledge to other situations. They 
questioned if: 1) the test scores accurately reflected the abilities of 
our students, 2) they were preparing their students to be life-long 
learners, and 3) the students were able to apply the information they had 
learned. 
As a result of these concerns and research conducted by the 
principal, associate principal, assistant superintendent, and building 
staff development specialists, the leaders decided that by implementing 
authentic assessment into the high school curriculum, the building might 
better meet the needs of their students and address the concerns 
identified by the faculty. 
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The principals and staff development specialists spent the summer 
reading research on authentic assessment and design recommended by the 
assistant superintendent and Grant Wiggins, a national authority on 
authentic assessment who had formerly worked with the Coalition of 
Essential Schools. They met for two weeks in August to plan the faculty's 
preschool workshop and work on authentic assessments they could model for 
the faculty. They hired Wiggins to help them design their model for 
authentic assessment. They decided to use the professional development 
paradigm to provide training. Wiggins consulted, provided workshops for 
teachers, and monitored implementation in the high school a total of six 
days during the 1989-90 school year. 
Following the fall workshop, the principals, assistant super­
intendent, and staff development specialists identified semester targets 
for the faculty as a means of helping them reach their goal of 
implementing authentic assessment. Each faculty member was to design and 
implement one authentic assessment in their classroom during the fall 
semester. During the second semester, the faculty was to design and 
implement one authentic final in one of their courses. Upon completion, 
these projects were submitted to one of the principals for final approval. 
Training was designed to help the faculty meet their targets. It was 
provided during Tuesday morning study group meetings and in-service days. 
The entire faculty met in large group study teams once a month from 7:45 
to 8:15 a.m. During this time, staff development specialists presented 
theory and examples of authentic assessments. Faculty members were also 
divided into small group study teams which were disciplinary in nature. 
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These study groups consisted of four to six individuals that met three 
mornings a month from 7:45 to 8:15 a.m. The sessions were designed to 
provide opportunities for faculty members to practice assessments and 
share examples within their small groups. All sessions were task-oriented 
and were planned by the staff development specialists and principals 
during their planning meetings which were held weekly from 3:30 to 5:00 
p.m. on Monday and Thursday afternoons. Following Tuesday morning small 
group study teams, the BIT (Building Improvement Team) member in each 
group completed a study group log which indicated the group's progress on 
their task. These were turned in to the principal, shared with the staff 
development specialists, and used to help in planning the lesson for the 
next study team. Faculty members received approximately 18 hours of 
training in this manner. They received an additional 18 hours of training 
during three full in-service days. In addition to these times, they also 
received six hours of training in preschool workshops. 
During the 1990-91 school year the format changed. Study groups 
still met every Tuesday morning; however, time was divided equally between 
large group study teams and interdisciplinary and disciplinary small group 
study teams. In-service days were altered to a half a day each month. 
This provided approximately 18 hours of training time. In addition, 
preschool workshop days were expanded and a total of 12 hours was allotted 
for training. Throughout the year the staff development specialists and 
principals shared theory on authentic assessment with the faculty, modeled 
exemplars of authentic tasks and assessments components, provided 
opportunities for practice, and shared feedback to the faculty regarding 
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their tries. The principals and the assistant superintendent monitored 
the process through the use of logs, surveys, tasks, and the Concerns-
Based Adoption Model (CBAH) . During the 1990-91 school year, the faculty 
through the use of a cooperative goal-setting process selected their own 
semester targets. They included identifying and documenting the essential 
components of each course during the first semester and designing and 
implementing two authentic units during the second semester. Upon 
completion, these projects were submitted to one of the principals. 
In summary, the actual training in authentic assessment began in 
August of 1989. The training was an ongoing process with support and 
assistance provided throughout the school year through in-service workshop 
released time and before school meetings. During 1989-90 three in-service 
workshop days were allocated in the months of August, October, and 
January. Every Tuesday (7:45 to 8:15 a.m.) was allocated for weekly study 
group meetings. The time frame for training was designated as: August-
May, staff training, and September-May, weekly study group meetings 
incorporating theory, demonstration, practice, and feedback. 
During the 1990-91 school year the number of in-service days was 
expanded to a half day each month, and two full days of training days were 
provided in the fall for the faculty before school began. Tuesday morning 
study groups were continued. Study groups were expanded to include both 
disciplinary and interdisciplinary groups; however, the majority of the 
time was spent in large group study teams. 
The intent of this study was to analyze data gathered during the 
second year (1990-91) of the process. The Concerns-Based Adoption Model 
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Identifying Stages of Concern was administered to the entire high school 
faculty in September 1990 and March 1991. Levels of Use interviews with 
50 of the 53 faculty members were conducted during March and April by an 
outside consultant. Data were also collected from an Implementation 
Analysis Survey filled out by the faculty in March and a Staff Development 
Survey completed in August 1991. 
Collection of Data 
Procedures 
The investigation began with verbal communication from the principal 
investigator to the interim superintendent outlining the study proposal 
and securing verbal permission to conduct the study in the district (see 
Appendix A). 
A meeting was held in September 1990 with the principal investigator 
who was also the associate principal, with the outside consultant hired by 
the district to gather data regarding the implementation of cooperative 
learning in the elementary schools, and with the staff development 
specialist from the high school in charge of data collection to discuss 
the procedure for gathering data. 
Fifty-three of the 55 full- and part-time teachers were included in 
the study. Two teachers who were on special contracts with Des Moines 
Area Community College and Drake University were not included in the study 
because they were not required to participate in study groups and were not 
required to meet building targets. 
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Permission was secured for use of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
(see Appendix A). The word "innovation" on the generic questionnaire was 
changed to ACE, an acronym for Authentic Curriculum and Evaluation, which 
had been adopted by the high school faculty when they began the 
Implementation process of authentic assessment. The principal 
investigator administered the Stages of Concern survey to the high school 
faculty on September 18, 1990. Procedures for completing the 
questionnaire were explained. The faculty was asked to identify their 
questionnaire with the last four digits of their social security number. 
Clarification was made so the teachers realized that some of the items on 
the questionnaire might appear to be of little relevance to the innovation 
at the time of completing the questionnaire. Also stressed was the 
notification that the items on the questionnaire pertained to the present 
concerns about involvement in authentic assessment and individual 
perception. Twenty minutes was provided to complete the questionnaires 
and the teachers were asked to leave them on the table upfront before 
leaving. Fifty-one teachers out of 53 teachers completed the 
questionnaire. 
The Restructuring Committee designed and administered an 
Implementation Analysis Survey during an in-service on March 6, 1991. The 
survey was completed by 42 of the 53 teachers and returned to committee 
members. The survey addressed the teachers' commitment to authentic 
assessment and factors regarding the implementation process which they 
felt needed to be addressed by the committee before the goal setting 
process for the next school year. 
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On March 27, 1991, the Stages of Concern Questionnaire was 
readministered to the high school faculty. The same procedure as used on 
September 18 was followed. Fifty of the 53 teachers completed the 
questionnaire. 
During March and April 1991, an outside consultant interviewed 50 of 
the 53 teachers using the Levels of Use interviews provided by Hord and 
Loucks (1980). The 20-minute interviews were used to determine the 
teachers' Levels of Use. The interviewer had participated in 
certification of Levels of Use interviews with the CBAM model which 
provided her with the training to analyze the interviews and determine the 
Levels of Use of the participants. Training in and suggestions for using 
interview transcripts for identifying Levels of Use were provided by 
Suzanne Stiegelbauer. Guidelines for Levels of Use interviews were 
provided by Hord and Loucks (1980), The interviewer had had previous 
experience serving as an interviewer for other school districts both in 
and out of state. The interview questions were designed by the 
interviewer and reviewed by the principal investigator prior to the 
interviews (see Appendix C). The interviews were held on site at the high 
school in a small classroom off the media center. Substitutes were 
provided for those teachers who needed them. Due to illness, three of the 
teachers were not interviewed. The interviewer asked the teachers at the 
beginning of the interview for permission to audio tape them for 
transcription purposes. Although they were audio taped, they were 
identified on the tapes only by the last four digits of their social 
security numbers. The tapes were then transcribed by the interviewer in 
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her home and were cross-referenced with the Stages of Concern 
Questionnaires for comparison. They were then erased by the interviewer. 
The principal investigator, through written communication with the 
interim superintendent, received formal permission on May 15, 1991 to use 
the results in the study. 
The principal investigator designed and administered a Staff 
Development Survey to the high school faculty on August 21, 1991 to obtain 
additional feedback regarding the components of the professional 
development paradigm (i.e., training design and support structure). 
Forty-one surveys were returned. 
Use of human subjects 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were 
outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures (see Appendix E). 
Data Analysis 
Qualitative data (Miles and Huberman, 1984) provided descriptions and 
explanations for the implementation process that occurred at the high 
school in the study. The data analyses were collected by means of 
questionnaires, surveys, and interviews as described below. 
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Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
The questionnaires were hand-scored and profiles were plotted for 
each teacher to determine individual stages of concern. Each of the seven 
stages is represented by five specific statements on the SoC 
Questionnaire. The raw scores from the sum of the responses for each 
section of five statements on a scale of 0 to 7 are converted to 
percentile scores for interpretation (see Table D.l in Appendix D). 
Stages of Concern administered in September and March were compared by ID 
numbers to analyze the movement of the individual teachers. Scoring and 
interpretation guidelines were provided in Measuring Stages of Concern 
about the Innovation: A Manual for the Use of the SoC Questionnaire by 
Hall, George, and Rutherford (1986). This information was aggregated by 
number and percent of concern and dimension (see Tables 2-3) (Hall et al., 
1986). Further analysis was completed by using the survey and interviews 
to determine the relationship of frequency of concerns Indicated during 
the Interviews and the influence the concerns had on the implementation of 
authentic assessment. 
LoU interviews 
The audio-taped interviews were transcribed by the outside 
consultant. Each interview was used to analyze and determine the 
individual teacher's Levels of Use of authentic assessment (see 
Appendix C). The LoU chart (p. 3) provided in Measuring Levels of Use of 
the Innovation: A Manual for Trainers. Interviewers, and Raters by 
Loucks, Newlove, and Hall (1975) was used as a scale point to define the 
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Levels of Use. Eight categories were used in interpretation of Levels of 
Use: knowledge, acquiring information, sharing, assessing, planning, 
status reporting, and performing. Further analysis was completed by using 
the interviews to determine the frequency of individual concerns cited by 
those interviewed. 
Implementation Analysis Survey 
The Implementation Analysis Survey was analyzed by reducing the 
information into categories of concerns and then organizing the 
information into frequency counts. The issues and concerns identified 
were compared to the categories of Stages of Concern: informational, 
personal, management, consequences, collaboration, and refocusing. The 
data were used to validate concerns which were identified by teachers 
during the Levels of Use interviews. 
Staff Development Survey 
The Staff Development Survey was analyzed by reducing the feedback 
regarding the components of the professional development paradigm into 
categories relative to the components and then into frequency counts 
(Appendix F). 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The study was designed to examine factors that affected the 
Implementation of a complex Innovation--authentic assessment and the 
effect the professional development paradigm consisting of a training 
design (I.e., theory, demonstration/model, practice, feedback, and 
coaching) and support structure (i.e., study group and staff development 
specialists) had on the process. 
Data collected from Stages of Concern questionnaires. Levels of Use 
interviews, Staff Development Survey questionnaires, and Implementation 
Analysis Survey questionnaires were coded, frequencies counted, 
aggregated, and analyzed. 
Analysis of Data 
The data are presented in response to the three research questions 
presented in Chapter I. The analyses Include: findings related to the 
Levels of Use and Stages of Concern, a comparison of the group means and 
profiles from the beginning of the implementation process to the end of 
the first full year of implementation, findings related to the Staff 
Development Survey, and a comparison of the findings from the 
Implementation Analysis Survey and the stressful Issues Identified during 
the Levels of Use Interviews. 
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Question One: What Are the Levels of Use 
and Stages of Concern of the Participating Teachers? 
Levels of Use and Stages of Concern 
This question was designed to determine the extent to which the 
innovation had actually been implemented. Findings for Levels of Use 
interviews are reported first, followed by findings for Stages of Concern. 
Table 1 shows the Levels of Use and provides behavioral definitions used 
in identifying and clarifying the eight levels of use. Data for Levels of 
Use were analyzed from the interviews using the Levels of Use interview 
analysis. • The scale point of the definition was interpreted from the LoU 
chart (Loucks et al., 1975) (Appendix C). The Levels of Use chart is used 
to describe users as they progress from "familiarization with" to 
"increased sophistication" in using the innovation. The category 
descriptions represent the typical behaviors at which users at that level 
are engaged (Hall et al., 1975). Typically, individuals begin by first 
"orienting" themselves to the innovation. Usually they begin to use an 
innovation at the "mechanical" level at which time planning is short term 
and organization and coordination of the innovation are disjointed. As 
experience increases, innovation use becomes routine and eventually it may 
be refined. At the three refinement levels (i.e., refinement, 
integration, and renewal), changes are made in the individual's use based 
on formal and informal assessments of the student's needs (Hord and 
Loucks, 1980). Table 2 shows a breakdown of the data collected from 50 
teachers following a full year of implementation of the innovation (March 
1991) by frequency and percent of the Level of Use of the teachers. 
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Table 1. Levels of Use and behavioral definitions of using authentic 
assessment with utilization of support structure 
Level of Use Behavioral definitions of use 
0 Non-use 
1 Orientation 
II Preparation 
III Mechanical Use 
IV Routine Use 
V Refinement Use 
VI Integration Use 
VII Renewal 
Has little or no knowledge of authentic 
assessment. 
Recently acquired information about authentic 
assessment. 
Prepares for the first time to become Involved 
in using authentic assessment. 
Focuses short-term use of authentic assessment 
with little reflection. Changes in use are made 
to meet user needs. User Is engaged in a step-
by-step attempt to use authentic structure. Use 
Is often disjointed and superficial. 
Stabilizes the use of authentic assessment by 
making few changes in the process. Little 
thought has been given to improving authentic 
assessment or the consequences of using 
authentic assessment. 
Varies the use of authentic assessment to 
Increase impact on students. Variations are 
based on knowledge of both long- and short-term 
consequences on students. 
Combines own efforts to use authentic assessment 
with activities of other colleagues to achieve a 
collective impact on students. 
Re-evaluates the quality of authentic 
assessment, seeks major modifications or 
alternatives to current reports to Increase 
student impact, examines new developments, and 
sets new goals. 
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Table 2. Frequency and percent of Levels of Use after the completion of 
one full year of Implementation (March 1991) (N-50) 
Levels of Use 
Number of 
teachers Percent 
Non-use 5 10 
Orientation 10 20 
Mechanical 17 34 
Routine 10 20 
Refinement 5 10 
Integration 1 2 
Renewal _2 
-A 
• 
50 100 
Two of the 50 teachers were at renewal level indicating they were re­
evaluating the quality of their use of authentic assessment and seeking 
major modifications or alternatives to increase the impact of the 
innovation on their students. Six teachers (12%) were at the refinement 
and integration levels, which indicates they were varying their use of 
authentic assessment to increase impact on their students and combining 
their own efforts to use the innovation with activities of other 
colleagues to achieve a collective impact on students. 
Seventeen (34%) of the teachers were at the mechanical Level of Use, 
which indicates they were focusing on the short-term use of authentic 
assessment with little reflection. This is typical of individuals who are 
beginning to use the innovation. Of the remaining 15 teachers, 10 were at 
the orientation level. Thus 20 percent of the 50 teachers were acquiring 
information about authentic assessment and deciding upon the extent to 
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which they would become involved. Five teachers (10%) were non-users, 
which indicates they had done nothing with the innovation. 
The information below relates to the Stages of Concern and its 
dimensions (i.e., SELF, TASK, and IMPACT). Individuals move through the 
various Stages of Concern at a different pace and intensity. SELF 
concerns are the most intense at the beginning of a change process, TASK 
concerns develop next, and finally IMPACT concerns develop after the task 
or management concerns have subsided. The amount of assistance provided 
at the different stages greatly affects the pattern and intensity of the 
Stages of Concern (Hord et al., 1987). Table 3 shows the seven 
developmental Stages of Concern in relationship to SELF, TASK, and IMPACT. 
Table 3. Stages of Concern: Typical expressions of concern about the 
innovation (Hord et al., 1987, p. 31) 
Dimension Stages of Concern Expression of concern 
I 6 Refocusing I have some idea about something 
M that would work even better. 
P 5 Collaboration I am concerned about relating what 
A I am doing with what other 
C instructors are doing. 
T 4 Consequence How is my use affecting kids? 
T 3 Management I seem to be spending all my time 
A getting material ready, 
S 
K 
S 2 Personal How will using it affect me? 
E 1 Informational I would like to know more about it. 
L 0 Awareness I am not concerned about it (the 
F innovation). What is it? 
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Each of the seven stages Is measured by five specific statements on 
the SoC Questionnaire (Hall et al., 1986). Using a scale from 0-7, the 
raw scores from the sum of the responses for each of the stages are 
converted to percentile scores for ease In Interpretation (see Table D.l-
4). In Table 4, the number of teachers at the highest stage of concern Is 
noted for teachers at the beginning of the Implementation of the 
Innovation (September 1990) and after the completion of the first year 
(March 1991). It should be noted that some Individuals have profiles that 
Indicate multiple Intense concerns (I.e., high concerns In two or more 
areas). This occurred In September, when four teachers Indicated multiple 
concerns during the completion of the questionnaire and again in March, 
when five teachers reported multiple concerns. In these cases the higher 
score is used when reporting the data. 
Table 4 shows the Stages of Concern of the 51 Urbandale High School 
teachers who completed the Stages of Concern Questionnaire in September 
1990 and the 50 teachers who completed the survey in March 1991. At the 
beginning of implementation, eight teachers (16%) were at Consequence 
(Stage 4), Collaboration (Stage 5), and Refocusing (Stage 6), while 12 
teachers (24%) were at those stages in March, an increase of 8 percent at 
the IMPACT dimension. At the initiating of the innovation in September 
1990, four teachers (8%) were at Stage 0 (Awareness), while in March eight 
teachers (16%) were at the Awareness stage, an increase of 8 percent. 
This is an indication that these teachers have moved through the six 
Stages of Concern and are prepared to address different concerns, possibly 
about another innovation. In the fall, 16 of the teachers (32%) were at 
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Table 4. Number and percent of teachers per Stages of Concern and per 
dimension at the beginning of the project on September 18, 1991 
(N-51) and toward the end of the project on March 27, 1991 
(N-50) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Teachers in each stage: 
Sept. 1990 4*' 8 8* 23#### 1 5 2 
March 1991 8*' 2 6* 22## 0 7 51111111111 
Percent in each cateeorv: 
Sept. 1990 8 16 16 45 2 10 4 
March 1991 16 4 12 44 0 14 10 
< -, X J 
Percent in each dimension: 
Sept. 1990 8% Self -32% Task-45% Impact-16% 
March 1991 16% Self •16% Task-44% Impact-24% 
®Stage 0-Awareness, 1-Informational, 2-Personal, 3-Management, 
4-Consequence, 5-Collaborating, and 6-Refocusing. 
high Stage 0 (Awareness) indicates either an experienced user who 
is more concerned about other things not related to the innovation or a 
non-user who is just becoming aware of the innovation. 
#Each pound sign represents an individual who had multiple concerns. 
the Informational and Personal Stages of Concern (Stages 1 and 2), while 
in March toward the end of year one, only eight teachers (16%) were at 
Stages 1 and 2. This shows a decrease of eight teachers (16%) at the SELF 
dimension, indicating these teachers had moved to higher levels of 
concern. The TASK dimension stayed relatively the same throughout the 
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year. In September, 23 teachers (45%) were at the Management stage 
(Stage 3) and in March, 22 teachers (44%) were at the Management stage. 
Table 5 shows a comparison of the group means for the Stages of 
Concern questionnaires at the beginning of the implementation of the 
innovation and again toward the end of year one of the innovation. Group 
means are important because they provide a method of examining the Stages 
of Concern in a group in general (Hall and George, 1979, p. 26). They can 
also be used to target group interventions as long as the interventions 
are designed to accommodate individual differences in concerns (Hall and 
George, 1979, p. 27). The group means were determined by taking the 
average percentage of each stage for all the teachers who completed the 
questionnaire (see Table D.2 in Appendix D). The percents indicate 
strengths of the concerns and do not represent the number of teachers at 
each stage. In examining the table, it is important to note that the 
strengths of the concerns decreased in four areas: Informational (Stage 
1), Personal (Stage 2), Consequence (Stage 4), and Collaboration (Stage 
5). The group means for Informational (Stage 1) were 74 in September and 
66 in March, a decrease of 8 percent. At the beginning of the first year 
of implementation, the teachers had high (83) Personal (Stage 2) concerns 
about the innovation and its consequences. Their concerns decreased by 8 
percentage points (75) toward the end of the first year of implementation. 
During March, the group means for Consequence (51) and Collaboration (52) 
were lower than in September. Management (Stage 3) concerns remained the 
same in September (81) and in March (81) and were primary concerns of the 
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Table 5. Comparison of group means of the Stages of Concern Questionnaire 
given on September 18, 1990, at the beginning of the study and 
on March 27, 1991, toward the end of the school year 
Stage* 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 
Beeinnine mean scores: 
67 74 83 81 60 59 66 
End of vear mean scores; 
70 66 75 81 51 52 66 
"Stage 0-Awareness, 1-Informational, 2-Personal, 3-Management, 
4-Consequence, 5-Collaborating, and 6-Refocusing. 
teachers, indicating a high concern on the teachers' parts regarding time, 
logistics, or other managerial problems related to the innovation (Hall et 
al., 1986). The group means for Stage 0 (Awareness) rose from 67 to 70. 
This could be indicative of two things : 1) experienced users who were 
more concerned about things not related to the innovation or 2) non-users 
who just became aware of the innovation (Hall, George, and Rutherford, 
1986), The group mean for Stage 6 (Refocusing) remained constant 
throughout the year (66). 
Figure 7 shows the concerns with regard to the innovation of the 
faculty at the beginning of the first full year of implementation and the 
end of the year. The group mean percentages depicted in the graph for 
each of the Stages of Concern indicates the strength of the concern. The 
profiles reflect the dominant high and low Stages of Concern of the, 
Beginning of the year 
End of the year 
Figure 7. Stages of Concern group profiles in September 1990 and 
March 1991 
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teachers at the beginning of the implementation process and again after 
the first full year of implementation. The profiles can assist the 
planning of staff development activities and the overall assessment of 
whether the plan is having the desired effect (Loucks and Melle, 1982, 
p. 106). The intense Stage 2 and Stage 3 concerns at the beginning of the 
year are representative of a multiple peak profile. This is indicative of 
individuals or groups who had high Stages of Concern in more than one 
stage. The profile of the teachers at the beginning of the year indicates 
teachers who were not only dealing with Personal concerns (Stage 2) about 
the innovation and its consequences for them, but also trying to juggle 
the Management concerns (Stage 3) which surfaced when implementing a new 
innovation. The higher score in Stage 6 indicates individuals who had 
ideas about how to improve the use of the innovation. The high Stage 3 
and high Stage 6 at the end of the first year of implementation is 
indicative of users who tended to be positive in attitudes toward the 
innovation, but had many logistical issues to take care of before moving 
on to the next stage. The faculty as a whole had moved from the primary 
focus being on Personal and Management concerns at the beginning of the 
year, to the primary focus being more on Management concerns at the end of 
the year. The decrease in scores at the end of the year in Stage 1 
(Informational), Stage 2 (Personal), Stage 4 (Consequence), and Stage 5 
(Collaborating) indicates a reduction in concern by the staff in those 
areas. 
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Question Two: What Components of the Professional 
Development Paradigm Enhanced Implementation? 
Faculty members were given a Staff Development Survey in August 1991 
in which they were asked to rate the effectiveness of the components of 
the staff development training design within each of the support groups in 
helping them to implement authentic assessment. They were asked to rate 
each component (i.e., study groups, staff development specialists, and TLC 
groups) using a 7-point scale with 1 being least helpful and 7 being most 
helpful. Peer coaching groups were not included in the support structure 
because they had not been formally implemented to date. TLC groups, a 
combination of 2-3 study groups for the purpose of sharing lessons, 
rubrics, tasks, troubleshooting, and goal setting, were added to the 
support structure because they had been incorporated into the 
implementation process during the second semester of the 1990-91 school 
year. After rating the overall effectiveness of the support group, the 
faculty was also asked to rate the effectiveness of each element of the 
training design (i.e., theory, demonstration, practice, feedback, 
coaching) within each support component using the same scale. Table 6 
indicates the three support components (i.e., study groups, SDS, and TLC 
groups), the mean score for each component, and the total number of 
teachers who ranked each element. Teachers were asked to leave the item 
blank if they felt the item was not applicable. Frequency counts for each 
of the support groups are included in Appendix F. The teachers perceived 
demonstrations/modeling as the most important training component in 
helping to implement authentic assessment in two of the support groups 
(study groups with a mean of 6.55 and 40 teachers voting and the SDS team 
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Table 6. Mean and total number of faculty who ranked each of the 
elements in Staff Development Survey administered in 
August 1991 
Studv erouDs SDS TLC 
Support groups Mean Total Mean Total Mean Total 
Theory 5.02 41 5.27 41 5.03 30 
Demonstration 6.55 40 6.15 41 5.70 30 
Practice 4.81 37 5.37 35 5.86 21 
Feedback 5.53 36 4.95 41 5.38 24 
Coaching 5.59 17 4.29 7 5.00 15 
Overall 
effectiveness 5.41 41 5.49 41 5.27 33 
with a mean of 6.15 and 40 teachers voting) and it ranked in the top two 
in the third group (TLC groups with a mean of 5.70 but with only 30 
teachers voting). Twenty-one faculty members indicated that they 
perceived the most helpful element in the TLC groups to be practice 
(5.86), while 35 teachers perceived it to be the second most helpful 
element in the SDS team (5.37). Seventeen teachers indicated the second 
most important element in the study groups was coaching (5.59); however, 
24 teachers didn't feel the item was applicable. Since coaching had not 
been formalized, it could be a key factor why teachers did not choose to 
rate its effectiveness. Two groups ranked feedback third (study groups 
with a mean of 5.53 and 36 teachers voting and TLC groups with a mean of 
5.38 and 24 teachers voting). The presentation of theory was perceived by 
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the 41 teachers to be the third most helpful element In the SDS team with 
a mean of 5.27. Theory was ranked fourth (5.02) in study groups by 41 
teachers and in TLC groups (5.02) by 30 teachers, while feedback was 
ranked fourth (4.95) in the SDS team by 41 teachers. Coaching was 
perceived to be the least effective element in two of the groups (SDS 
team, 4.29 with only seven teachers voting; and TLC groups, 5.00 with only 
15 teachers voting). The low number of ratings in the element of coaching 
could be attributed to the fact that coaching was never formally 
implemented into the process. 
In analyzing the data regarding overall effectiveness, the SDS team 
was perceived by the faculty to be most helpful in the implementation 
process with a mean of 5.49, study groups second with a mean of 5.41, and 
TLC groups third with a mean of 5.27. 
Table 7 shows the frequency and percent of the components of the 
training design and support structure of the professional development 
paradigm that the faculty reports to be most helpful in implementing the 
innovation. The participants in the survey were asked to select the two 
components from the five elements of the training design (theory, 
demonstration, practice, feedback, and coaching) and the support structure 
(study groups, staff development specialists, and TLC groups) that they 
felt were the most helpful. 
The teachers clearly indicated in the Staff Development Survey that 
they felt that demonstrations/modeling was the most helpful element of the 
training design and SDS groups were the most helpful support group. 
Twenty-seven out of 41 (66%) indicated that they found demonstrations to 
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Table 7. Frequency and percent for most helpful components of the 
training design and support structure 
Training design No. Percent 
Support 
structure No. Percent 
Demonstration 27 66 SDS 24 59 
Practice 21 51 Study groups 21 51 
Feedback 15 37 TLC 19 46 
Theory 10 24 Support 9 22 
Coaching 6 15 
be the most helpful component of the training design. Practice was ranked 
as the second most important element of the training design by 21 out of 
41 teachers (51%). Feedback was ranked third by 15 (37%), theory fourth 
by 10 (24%), and coaching fifth by six (15%). 
Twenty-four out of 41 teachers (59%) rated the SDS team as the most 
helpful component of the support structure. Twenty-one out of 41 (51%) 
rated study groups as the second most helpful component, 19 out of 41 
(46%) rated TLC groups as the third, and nine teachers out of 41 (22%) 
ranked support groups as the fourth. 
Question Three: What Factors Hampered the 
Implementation of the Innovation? 
Teachers identified implementation issues during the Levels of Use 
interviews conducted in March and April 1991 and on the Implementation 
Analysis Survey administered in March 1991. Although the questions in the 
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interviews and on the survey were not standardized, where there was a 
commonality in the questions, frequency of responses was compared and 
served to cross-validate the most stressful issues. The issues which 
surfaced appeared to fall into two arbitrary categories which were 
classified by the researcher as managerial and interpersonal issues. The 
managerial issues dealt with issues like time, class size/staff load, 
restructuring the schedule, and budget, while the interpersonal issues 
dealt with feelings related to negative attitudes of colleagues, anxiety 
with changes in curriculum, frustration with lack of direction and input 
from the faculty, and insecurity due to the need for more "how-to" 
workshops. Table 8 shows that time was clearly the major issue identified 
during both the interviews and on the survey. Fifteen (36%) teachers 
indicated on the Implementation Analysis Survey that they needed more time 
to work with both disciplinary and interdisciplinary groups as they 
continued to implement authentic assessment. These concerns were 
validated during the Levels of Use interviews. The fact that 30 (60%) 
teachers felt time was needed for planning and revisions, working with 
others, and planning for interdisciplinary teams, indicates they perceived 
it to be an obstacle that needs to be addressed. Class size and class 
load were identified in the interviews (17%) and by the teachers on the 
survey (14%). The issue of budget and other resources was identified by 
six teachers (12%) during the interviews and one teacher (2%) on the 
survey. Fifteen teachers (36%) who completed the Implementation Analysis 
Survey indicated the structure of the schedule was an issue. All of these 
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Table 8. Frequency and percent of implementation issues identified by 
teachers during Levels of Use interviews in March/April 1991 
and on the Implementation Analysis Survey, March 6, 1991 
Stressful issues 
Interviewed 
(N-50) Percent 
Surveyed 
(N-42) Percent 
Managerial Issues 
Time 
• with students 
• for planning 
and revisions 
• for planning and 
working with others 
• for planning inter­
disciplinary teams 
Class size/staff load 
Budget and other 
resources 
30 60 
14 
12 
15 36 
17 
Need to restructure 
schedule 15 36 
Interpersonal issues 
Lack of direction 
Negative attitude 
of colleagues 
Change in curriculum 
Input from all faculty 
"How-to" (rubric) 
6 
10 
8 
12 
20 
10 
10 
17 
°Not asked of respondents. 
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Issues relate to the management of time and logistics when implementing 
the innovation. 
Interpersonal issues are not as clear-cut as the managerial issues. 
Those identified by the faculty include: frustration in the lack of 
direction and lack of input from faculty, negative attitudes of 
colleagues, anxiety because of the changes in curriculum, and insecurity 
felt because of the need for more "how-to" workshops. Four (8%) teachers 
identified lack of direction during the interviews and four (10%) 
identified it as a concern on the survey. Six teachers (12%) identified 
negative attitudes of colleagues as a stressful issue during the 
interviews and two teachers (5%) reported them on the surveys. Ten 
teachers (20%) indicated during the interviews that curriculum changes 
were an issue, seven teachers (17%) indicated on the surveys the need for 
more input from all the faculty, and five teachers (10%) indicated during 
the interviews a need for more "how-to" workshops. 
According to Hord and associates (1987), it is important that persons 
leading the change movement be sensitive to faculty concerns and take 
corrective actions to make the effort more successful for all involved. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, 
LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The study was designed to examine factors that affected the 
Implementation of a complex Innovation--authentic assessment and the 
effect a professional development paradigm consisting of a training design 
(I.e., theory, demonstration/model, practice, feedback, and coaching) and 
support structure (I.e., study group and staff development specialists) 
had on the Innovation. The first section of this chapter presents a 
summary of the findings in Chapter IV, followed by discussion, limitations 
of the study, and recommendations for practice and for further research. 
Data were gathered from analysis of: 1) 51 questionnaires 
(Appendix B) administered to high school teachers at Urbandale High School 
in September 1990 to determine teachers' Stages of Concern, 2) 50 
questionnaires (Appendix B) administered to the high school teachers at 
Urbandale High School in March 1991 to determine teachers' Stages of 
Concern, 3) 50 semi-structured interviews (Appendix C) conducted at 
Urbandale High School in March and April 1991, 4) an Implementation 
Analysis Survey administered to 42 teachers at Urbandale High School in 
March 1991, and 5) a Staff Development Survey returned by 41 high school 
teachers in August 1991 (Appendix F). 
The detailed findings of the study were presented in the preceding 
chapter. This summary and discussion address the three research questions 
and summarize the results of the research. 
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Research Question One 
What are the Levels of Use and the Stages of Concern of the 
participating teachers? 
1. Levels of Use: Seventy percent of the 50 teachers interviewed 
were at mechanical or higher levels of use. Only 10 of the 15 teachers 
were below the mechanical level. Hord (1987) reported that "60-70 percent 
of the first year users of a 'typical' innovation will be at the 
mechanical level or above" (p. 66). Since authentic assessment is more 
complex than a "typical" innovation, it appears that the professional 
development paradigm had a positive effect on the implementation of the 
innovation. 
2. Stages of Concern: Twenty of the 50 teachers expressed concerns 
about the impact of authentic assessment on their students or had no 
immediate concerns about authentic assessment and were ready for a 
different innovation. According to Hord (personal communication, July 5, 
1991, Southwest Regional Laboratory, Austin, Texas), the decrease in 
Personal concerns (Stage 2) and continued elevation of Management concerns 
(Stage 3) from the fall to the spring indicates greater utilization of the 
innovation. The comparison of group means further validates the positive 
impact of the professional development paradigm on the innovation. At the 
initiation of the innovation. Personal (Stage 2) and Management (Stage 3) 
concerns were primary concerns for the teachers; however, in the spring 
there was a decrease in the Personal concerns while Management concerns 
remained high. Hord reported that most teachers during the first year of 
implementation of a "typical" innovation are at Stages 2 or 3 (i.e., 
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Personal or Management). She was surprised the teachers In this study 
moved through the Stages of Concern as rapidly as they did. This further 
Indicates the professional development paradigm had a positive effect. 
Research Question Two ' 
What components of the professional development paradigm enhanced 
implementation? 
Staff Development Survey: Teachers indicated that they felt the most 
helpful element of the training was demonstration, while opportunities for 
practice were the next most helpful element in implementing the 
Innovation. Teachers Indicated that three support groups had been helpful 
in implementing the innovation, even though staff development specialists 
was reported as slightly more helpful. Thus it appears that 
demonstrations/modeling helped in the training design and the support 
groups provided the structured format needed to assist in the 
implementation process. 
Research Question Three 
What factors hampered implementation of the innovation? 
Stressful Issues and Implementation Analvsls Survey: Teachers 
reported managerial issues to be more stressful than interpersonal issues. 
Time, class size/staff load, and budget and other resources were the 
managerial issues identified as most stressful, with time clearly the most 
stressful element. This included time with students for planning and 
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working on revisions, time for planning and working with colleagues, and 
time for planning and working on interdisciplinary teams. 
There were interpersonal issues that also caused stress; a perceived 
lack of direction by the staff, negative attitudes of colleagues toward 
the implementation of the innovation, and concern for changes in the 
curriculum were among the issues identified by the teachers. None of the 
interpersonal issues, however, concerned teachers as much as time. 
Discussion 
The study was designed to examine factors that affected the 
implementation of a complex innovation--authentic assessment and the 
effect of a professional development paradigm on the implementation of the 
innovation. The data collected from the Stages of Concern questionnaires 
and the Levels of Use interviews Indicate that the model had a positive 
effect on the implementation of authentic assessment. It is encouraging 
that Hord, an expert in the field of educational change, was surprised 
that the innovation was implemented as quickly as it had been. The 
professional development paradigm apparently provided sufficient support 
to move the teachers through this complex implementation process more 
quickly than might have been expected. Staff development programs are 
presented and supported in a variety of ways within a school district. 
Importance is often placed more on getting the training than providing the 
time and support after training so that teachers use the innovation and 
develop skills until it becomes part of their repertoire. This was not 
the case in this innovation. 
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It Is not surprising that the teachers reported the staff development 
team to be the most helpful component of the support structure while 
working to implement the innovation. The team used teacher feedback in 
planning the training sessions. They then used the training model to 
reteach components of the innovation in which the teachers were having 
trouble. Training typically utilized concrete examples developed by 
teachers on the team or other members of the faculty. This was consistent 
with Hunger's (1990) study in which she reported that the staff 
development team had the greatest influence on the implementation of 
cooperative learning in the Urbandale district and that study groups also 
influenced the teachers' use of the innovation. 
Given the complexity of the innovation, it is not surprising that the 
faculty's primary concern was juggling all the pieces, deciding how they 
fit together, and determining the impact on the entire educational 
program. These are typical management concerns experienced by individuals 
during this stage of the implementation process. It is also not 
surprising that teachers reported that demonstration was the most helpful 
training element of the training design. Concrete examples provided by 
the staff development specialists through demonstrations and modeling 
provided teachers with specific examples needed to validate they are on 
the right track. It may be helpful to initiate a formal peer coaching 
process at this time to help provide additional support to the teachers as 
they address the "nuts and bolts" issue. 
It is also not surprising that time was the most stressful issue. 
The concern by the staff on how time is spent is expressed in their desire 
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for time to plan and work on interdisciplinary teams, to plan and work 
with their colleagues, and to plan and work with students. Focusing the 
study groups and TLC groups on tasks related to interdisciplinary teaming 
and sharing assessments with each other may help to alleviate some of 
their frustration regarding how teachers use their time. 
Recommendations for Practice 
An expansion of Joyce and Showers' professional development paradigm 
may provide more support for the implementation of a complex innovation 
such as authentic assessment and help deal with issues directly related to 
governance, curriculum, transformation, and planning. Such a professional 
development paradigm for a building level innovation is shown in Figure 8. 
The model incorporates components that are designed to address the issues 
identified in the study. It also incorporates features identified in the 
literature as well as some that the teacher has included given her 
experiences in the project. In addition, it includes suggestions for how 
each component could be implemented. 
Professional development paradigm 
The expanded professional development paradigm includes a training 
design and support structure. While the training design remains the same, 
the support structure is modified and expanded to deal with problems and 
issues that stem from the complexity of the innovation. The components of 
the support structure include: 
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SUPPORT STRUCTURE 
SDS 
Innovation Specialist 
Training Cadre 
Support Groups 
Transformation Team 
TLC Groups 
Study Groups/ 
Study Teams 
TRAINING DESIGN 
•theory 
•demonstration 
•practice 
•feedback 
•coaching 
Curriculum, Instruction 
and Assessment Council 
INNOVATION 
Implementation 
of Authentic 
Assessment 
Building Improvement 
Team 
Figure 8. Proposed professional development paradigm for complex 
innovation (Design adapted from Bruce Joyce and Beverly 
Showers' training design and staff development governance 
structure, Joyce and Showers, 1988) 
89 
Building Improvement Team: The primary governing group for the 
building level innovation is the Building Improvement Team. The function 
of the team is to monitor the implementation process, oversee the budget, 
and address concerns identified by the teachers related to the process. 
The chairman of the Building Improvement Team, elected by other members of 
the team, works with the principal(s) in planning agendas and carrying out 
the tasks delegated by the membership. The membership is comprised of a 
member from each department or interdisciplinary curriculum team. Members 
are elected by their department or team and serve a two-year term, 
appropriately staggered to ensure continuity. Meetings are scheduled in 
advance and, with input from the members and other faculty, include a 
printed agenda. 
Curriculum. Instruction, and Assessment Council: The Curriculum, 
Instruction, and Assessment Council replaces department chairpersons, 
deals with issues related to curriculum, instruction, and assessment, and 
meets on a weekly basis. The Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
Council has input into scheduling, class loads, and budgetary items 
related to the curriculum, instruction, and assessment. One of their 
primary tasks is to work on blending curriculum, instruction, and 
assessment. The team has 10-12 members who have exhibited competency 
related to the innovation, in curriculum, and in teaching strategies. 
Council members serve a staggered two-year term to ensure continuity and 
can reapply to serve at the end of their term. 
Transformation Team: The Transformation Team is comprised of 12-15 
individuals including; teachers, parents, administrators, central office 
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staff, and students. The team's primary focus Is to examine Issues and 
concerns related to restructuring (I.e., time, schedule, class load, staff 
load, etc.) and to generate possible solutions after carefully examining 
and researching the available data. They present their suggestions to the 
Building Improvement Team, receive their input, and then present it to the 
faculty for their consideration. Meetings are held bi-monthly. 
Study Groups/Study Teams: The Study Groups/Study Teams are comprised 
of two study teams made up of two or three teachers from different 
disciplines. They share articles, work on lessons, and develop units. In 
addition, they also infuse "coaching" into the process. The study teams 
which comprise the study groups provide the partners for peer coaching 
teams. The task of the study groups is related to the targets set by the 
faculty. They meet on a weekly basis. Study Group/Study Team logs are 
completed and returned to the administrator in charge of staff development 
following each meeting to provide feedback on progress related to the goal 
and issues and concerns to be addressed to increase implementation of the 
innovation. During the alternate meeting days, the study groups focus on 
reinforcing the components of authentic assessment and solving 
implementation problems. A consistent time for study groups to meet will 
be established. The administrators, staff development specialists, and 
school improvement team work closely together to insure the accuracy of 
communications and expectations related to goals and tasks. 
Support Groups: Support Groups provide additional technical 
assistance to new teachers, other teachers who are weaving new teaching 
strategies in with the innovation (i.e., training cadre), and teachers who 
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are ready to move ahead and pilot new programs. They are used as a 
vehicle to train interested teachers who are at or above routine use and 
are exploring other alternatives and approaches to incorporating authentic 
assessment into their curriculum. The support group for each special 
group of teachers (i.e., new teachers and training cadre) meet weekly to 
discuss problems, and share lessons and ideas. These groups help maintain 
the integrity of the innovation by clarifying how "all of the pieces fit 
together." The groups are chaired by a training cadre member who 
maintains logs of the meetings and plans the agendas. 
TLC Groups: The TLC Groups combine two or three study groups and 
thus have a potential membership of 12-18 teachers and administrators. 
The TLC Group's function is to provide a vehicle for sharing assessments 
that have worked for them. This group also helps solve common problems 
and occasionally meets in place of small groups. The need for meetings is 
determined by feedback from the study groups and staff development 
specialists. 
Staff Development Specialists (SDS): The Staff Development 
Specialists (SDS) are highly skilled in the innovation and have been 
trained in the staff development process, team-building, and working with 
adult learners. Their primary function is to work with the building 
principals and Innovation Council to plan training that will help enhance 
the implementation of the innovation. They also support the faculty in 
their efforts to implement the innovation. In addition, they work with 
the administrators and Building Improvement Team to monitor the process by 
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collecting data and feedback from the study groups. They meet weekly to 
plan ongoing training for the teachers. 
Training Cadre: The Training Cadre is comprised of individuals who 
are highly skilled in the training of the innovation and have received 
additional training in teaching strategies. They work with the staff 
development specialists to provide training for teachers in teaching 
strategies related to the innovation. They coordinate the training with 
the innovation so that it is not viewed as something new but as a vehicle 
to infuse the innovation. 
Innovation Spécialistes): The Innovation Specialist(s) is highly 
skilled and creative in use of the innovation and visits classrooms and 
assists teachers as they incorporate the innovation into their classrooms. 
A key characteristic of an Innovation Specialist is the ability to get 
along with colleagues and work in a collaborative effort. 
Expanding Joyce and Showers' professional development paradigm to 
include the additional components would help meet needs of the individual 
teachers which arise when implementing a multi-faceted innovation such as 
authentic assessment. The Innovation Specialist provides support to 
teachers who are working to implement the innovation in their classrooms. 
The Training Cadre provides teachers advanced training in areas related to 
the innovation. Support Groups provide the support structure to assist 
teachers who take part in advanced training, while the Transformation Team 
focuses on restructuring issues related to the impact of implementing a 
complex innovation. 
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Limitations 
The findings and conclusions drawn from this investigation impose the 
following limitations: 
1. Only high school teachers were involved in the study. 
2. Implementation is measured by using teachers' perceptions of 
their use of authentic assessment and their concerns regarding it. 
3. All subjects interviewed were members of one school organization 
trained in the same innovation--authentic assessment. 
4. The sample size was limited. 
5. Because Stage 0 (Awareness) includes both users and non-users, 
complete analysis is difficult. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
The following recommendations are submitted for further consideration 
for other researchers investigating follow-up to training, restructuring 
of the workplace to build a more collégial atmosphere, and ways to 
implement authentic assessment. 
1. A study should be conducted to determine the effect of the 
expanded professional development paradigm on the implementation of a 
complex innovation--authentic assessment. 
2. If Levels of Use and Stages of Concern are to be used in 
determining the degree of implementation, an innovation configuration 
should be developed and used with the interviews to help determine the 
Levels of Use. The Innovation Configuration would provide operational 
features of authentic assessment including its components. 
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3. If the study is replicated, it would be helpful to code the 
Implementation Analysis Survey, so individual results could be compared 
directly with the Stages of Concern and Levels of Use. 
4. Â comparison study of two major innovations using the same 
support structure should be completed to determine if the innovation makes 
the difference or if it is the support structure. 
5. Further research should determine if the support structure used 
in implementing a complex innovation changes the culture of the school by 
promoting more collegiality and experimentation. 
6. A study should be done to see if the innovation is increasing 
student achievement and if it has an effect on attendance and discipline 
referrals. 
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Ann Johnson 
R.R. 3 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
May 9, 1991 
Mr. E. Kelly Schalpkohl 
Superintendent 
Urbandale Community Schools 
Airline Avenue 
Urbandale, Iowa 50322 
Dear Mr. Schalpkohl, 
I am writing to request permission to conduct a case study of a 
midwestern suburban high school using Joyce's training model to 
implement a major school improvement innovation - authentic 
assessment. Urbandale High School would be the school targeted in 
the study. The case study will analyze the components of the model 
using the Concerns-Based Adoption Model to determine what factors 
are restricting implementation and what factors have helped the 
process. The information when obtained and analyzed can be helpful 
in assessing the effectiveness of the model in implementing a 
innovation such as authentic assessment. It can also be helpful in 
being prescriptive in nature to increase the level of use. 
The results of the study will be reported in a dissertation as part of 
my requirements in completing my PhD degree at Iowa State 
University. The proposal has been presented and accepted by my 
graduate committee at Iowa State University. 
I look forward to having the opportunity to work with you and the 
high school staff. 
Yours truly, 
Ann Johnson 
URBANDALE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
E. Kelly Schlapkohl 
Interim Superintendent 
May 15, 1991 
Ms. Ann Johnson 
R R 3  
Ames, Iowa 50010 
Dear Ann: 
It is my pleasure to grant you permission to conduct a case study of 
Urbandale High School. It is my understanding that you will be using 
Joyce's training model to implement a major school improvement 
innovation - authentic assessment and will be using the results of this 
study in your dissertation as part of requirements in completing your PhD 
degree. 
Sincerely, 
/ k. i d Cf.y-'/: ("iic — — — 
E. Kelly Schlapkohl 
Interim Superintendent 
Administralion Office 
7101 Airline Avenue 
Urbandale, Iowa 50322 
Phone: (515) 253-2300 
Fax: 1-515-253-2339 
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W. Patrick Durow, Ph. D. 
Principal 
Ann Joiinson June 5, 1990 
Associate Principal 
Mr. Dave Wilson 
Concerns-Based Adoption Model Project 
Southwest Educational Dept. Laboratory 
211 E. Seventh Street 
Austin, Texas 78701 
Dear Mr. Wilson, 
I have purchased the manual. Measuring Stages of Concern About the 
Innovation: A Manual for Use of the SoC Questionnaire. I attended 
the workshop, "Managing the Change Process for Reshaping 
Schooling", at the national ASCD convention conducted by Dr. Hall, 
Dr. Hord, and Dr. Rutherford and received verbal permission to use 
the concerns questionnaire as part of my data collection for my 
dissertation. I retyped the questionnaire and used the term "ACE" 
instead of "innovation." ACE stands for authentic curriculum and 
evaluation. I am enclosing a copy of the questionnaire as 1 have 
retyped it. I would like at this time to have you review it and grant 
me written permission to use the questionnaire format. I need to 
print and give 53 questionnaires to high school teachers involved in 
the study. The questionnaire will be administered twice - once in 
September, and once in March. The questionnaire will be color coded 
for the building identification and the last four digits of the social 
security number will be used for teacher identification. 
The SoCQ is part of a triangulation data collection for the purpose of 
studying the effect of a professional development paradigm (i.e., peer 
coaching team, support group team, and staff development team) on 
the implementation of authentic assessment. The questionnaire will 
Urbandale High School 
7111 Aurora Avenue 
Urbandale, Iowa 50322 
Phone: (515)253-2322 
FAX: 1-515-253-2331 
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be given by the associate high school principal during their regular 
weekly support group meeting. 
I want to use the questionnaire to determine the stage of concern 
each teacher is at now after being involved with implementing 
authentic assessment for a year. I will be doing random selection of 
interviews from the teachers that have completed the questionnaire, 
thank you for your cooperation. I look forward to hearing from you. 
Yours truly. 
Ann / Johnson 
Approved: 
Date: 
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APPENDIX C. 
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APPENDIX D. 
RESULTS OF SoC QUESTIONNAIRE AND LoU 
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Table D.l. Listing of individual Stage of Concern percentile scores for 
authentic assessment--Urbandale High School 
Subject 
number* 
Stage of Concern percentile scores' 
Stage 
Level of Use 
1764 81 72 80 M 48 28 69 Orientation 
99 84 91 95 71 48 81 
0109 81 80 83 52 27 44 38 Mechanical 
89 80 89 85 38 48 65 
7181 89 91 91 88 66 25 81 Mechanical 
66 69 59 80 21 M 26 
3034 53 51 67 99 59 40 38 Orientation 
91 75 63 99 19 14 69 
3338 22 34 55 43 71 68 60 Mechanical 
29 45 59 65 24 64 60 
5329 81 66 76 M 27 76 38 Mechanical 
60 54 67 80 38 36 34 
3624 81 84 78 98 63 80 65 Refinement 
84 75 83 99 30 48 77 
3176 53 96 96 94 71 52 87 Refinement 
53 88 89 88 86 55 77 
0385 23 91 87 77 63 76 57 Mechanical 
53 60 72 83 21 16 47 
2168 66 90 78 80 66 55 73 Mechanical 
60 72 26 73 48 72 38 
5964 81 72 94 80 82 80 92 Routine 
37 16 39 47 43 55 26 
8158 72 63 M 80 43 64 65 Mechanical 
66 66 72 98 59 64 60 
®The scores on the first line of each subject number denote Fall 
(September) and the scores on the second line denote Spring (March). 
Subj 
numb 
0553 
0242 
6917 
8764 
2432 
9858 
4173 
0692 
9253 
3489 
8384 
9328 
4466 
9919 
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Continued 
Stage of Concern percentile scores 
Stage 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Level of Use 
89 72 80 65 22 68 30 Orientation 
86 78 72 73 63 M 57 
29 12 96 2i 92 64 65 Refinement 
10 37 55 52 38 22 57 
77 66 67 85 30 48 65 Orientation 
29 23 31 23 66 52 23 
60 90 76 69 54 44 69 Mechanical 
72 63 89 22 30 14 47 • 
94 84 91 92 59 40 73 Mechanical 
77 84 82 83 63 16 60 
53 27 28 15 59 88 30 Refinement 
29 48 21 15 71 21 73 
23 51 78 83 54 72 30 Routine 
23 34 67 28 82 80 65 
93 63 22 28 48 64 99 Integration 
66 80 89 94 63 28 94 
91 84 91 95 33 28 87 Mechanical 
94 72 78 85 48 44 69 
46 88 95 73 88 88 73 Routine 
60 84 94 69 86 80 60 
93 91 92 98 48 44 60 Non-user 
96 91 89 69 30 59 81 
53 92 92 22 71 36 22 Orientation 
91 54 96 88 90 48 94 
77 95 89 52 43 52 81 Mechanical 
92 88 83 43 21 48 65 
66 60 82 65 82 55 57 Routine 
60 63 70 22 54 59 81 
Subj 
numb 
7232 
4508 
4623 
9164 
1737 
5198 
1995 
3695 
3511 
8984 
1786 
1675 
9160 
5328 
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Continued 
Stape of Concern percentile scores 
Stage 
0 12 3 4 5 6 Level of Use 
M 75 91 73 19 48 47 Renewal 
81 48 59 30 38 36 73 
77 98 il 98 66 36 22 Mechanical 
89 91 87 98 59 55 96 
46 90 89 98 48 52 73 Non-user 
81 51 70 98 33 36 42 
. 
89 20 91 22 63 25 65 Orientation 
89 il 76 73 33 16 60 
66 84 89 60 59 72 65 Mechanical 
81 69 83 83 43 . 64 73 
84 95 99 22 59 59 92 Orientation 
86 84 94 95 27 68 47 
89 63 83 28 63 28 42 Orientation 
81 60 92 92 66 64 60 
53 91 99 95 92 80 90 Routine 
46 37 57 83 24 72 69 
53 45 72 30 82 98 30 Renewal 
29 84 52 60 96 28 65 
46 57 59 65 30 22 22 Refinement 
M 37 35 39 66 76 73 
91 84 89 92 71 48 77 Non-user 
98 75 92 94 38 07 65 
53 M 94 80 71 95 52 Routine 
53 91 97 95 92 91 92 
72 96 97 83 76 28 87 Routine 
81 57 85 28 33 59 38 
96 88 96 99 54 10 60 Non-user 
81 60 94 22 71 12 99 
Table D.l. Continued 
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Stage of Concern percentile scores 
Sub j ect Stage 
number 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 Level of Use 
6119 84 iâ 85 80 76 40 81 Mechanical 
72 48 72 M 30 16 57 
5300 10 72 £5 25 59 28 94 Orientation 
98 54 87 80 21 19 28 
7941 72 60 96 99 71 52 97 Non-user 
99 57 87 92 21 22 60 
8810 77 57 91 98 76 31 57 Routine 
60 21 45 22 43 22 34 
7731 60 51 26 69 43 28 42 Mechanical 
91 91 87 92 71 25 84 
8255F 46 61 48 30 30 48 34 Routine 
8238F 29 51 55 83 59 85 26 Routine 
5391F 81 95 87 22 59 80 94 Orientation 
8042S 53 92 94 28 90 59 81 Mechanical 
6949S . 86 75 85 22 38 88 81 Mechanical 
6426b 92 84 80 92 54 59 81 
94 88 97 98 76 16 84 
7263b 60 91 94 95 63 76 84 
60 57 72 22 66 55 81 
5443b 23 91 72 22 76 84 52 
60 75 78 92 71 23 57 
Group Profile N-51 
I^ndicates individuals who did not participate in Levels of Use 
interviews. 
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Table D.2. Group means--Stage of Concerns table 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 
Sept. 81 
81 
89 
53 
77 
72 
80 
91 
51 
34 
80 
83 
91 
67 
55 
98 
52 
88 
99 
43 
48 
27 
66 
59 
71 
28 
44 
95 
40 
68 
69 
38 
81 
38 
60 
81 
81 
53 
23 
66 
66 
84 
96 
91 
90 
76 
78 
96 
87 
78 
83 
98 
94 
77 
80 
27 
63 
71 
63 
66 
76 
80 
52 
76 
55 
38 
65 
87 
57 
73 
81 
72 
89 
29 
77 
72 
63 
72 
12 
66 
94 
80 
80 
96 
67 
80 
80 
65 
99 
85 
82 
43 
92 
92 
30 
80 
64 
68 
64 
48 
92 
65 
30 
65 
65 
60 
94 
53 
23 
93 
90 
84 
27 
51 
63 
76 
91 
28 
78 
97 
69 
92 
15 
83 
98 
54 
59 
59 
54 
48 
44 
40 
88 
72 
64 
69 
73 
30 
30 
99 
91 
46 
93 
53 
77 
84 
88 
91 
97 
95 
91 
95 
92 
97 
89 
95 
73 
98 
97 
52 
33 
88 
48 
71 
43 
28 
88 
44 
36 
52 
87 
73 
60 
99 
81 
66 
96 
77 
46 
89 
60 
75 
98 
90 
90 
87 
91 
97 
89 
91 
65 
73 
98 
98 
92 
82 
19 
66 
48 
63 
55 
48 
36 
52 
25 
57 
47 
97 
73 
6.5 
66 
84 
89 
53 
53 
84 
95 
63 
91 
45 
89 
99 
83 
99 
72 
60 
99 
98 
95 
30 
59 
59 
63 
92 
82 
72 
59 
28 
80 
98 
65 
92 
42 
90 
30 
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Table D.2. Continued 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 
Sum 
Mean 
March 
46 57 59 65 30 97 22 
91 84 89 97 71 48 77 
53 96 94 80 71 95 52 
72 96 97 83 76 98 87 
96 88 96 99 54 10 60 
84 93 85 80 76 40 81 
10 72 95 95 59 28 94 
72 60 96 99 71 52 97 
77 57 91 98 76 31 57 
60 51 76 69 43 28 42 
46 43 48 30 30 48 64 
29 51 55 83 59 85 26 
81 75 87 97 59 80 94 
97 84 80 92 54 59 81 
60 91 94 95 63 76 84 
23 91 72 92 76 84 .52 
3432 3790 4253 4155 3058 3006 3352 
67.294 74.314 83.392 81.471 59.961 58.941 65.725 
99 84 91 95 71 48 81 
89 80 89 85 38 48 65 
66 69 59 80 21 84 26 
91 75 63 99 19 14 69 
29 45 59 65 24 64 60 
. 60 54 67 80 38 36 34 
84 75 83 99 30 48 77 
53 88 89 88 86 55 77 
53 60 72 83 21 16 47 
60 72 76 73 48 72 38 
37 16 39 47 43 55 26 
66 66 72 98 59 64 60 
86 78 72 73 63 88 57 
10 37 55 52 38 99 57 
29 23 31 73 66 52 73 
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Table D.2. Continued 
Stage 0 Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 Stage 6 
72 63 89 92 30 14 47 
77 84 87 83 63 16 60 
29 48 21 15 71 91 73 
23 34 67 98 82 80 65 
66 80 89 94 63 28 94 
94 72 78 85 48 44 69 
60 84 94 69 86 80 60 
96 91 89 69 30 59 81 
91 54 96 88 90 48 94 
97 88 83 43 21 48 65 
60 63 70 97 54 59 81 
81 48 59 30 38 36 73 
89 91 87 98 59 55 96 
81 51 77 98 33 36 42 
89 91 76 73 33 16 60 
81 69 83 83 43 64 73 
86 84 94 95 27 68 47 
81 60 92 92 66 64 60 
46 37 57 83 24 72 69 
29 84 52 60 96 98 65 
84 37 35 39 66 76 73 
98 75 92 94 38 7 65 
53 91 97 95 92 91 97 
81 57 85 98 33 59 38 
81 60 94 99 71 12 99 
72 48 72 83 30 16 57 
98 54 87 80 21 19 98 
99 57 87 97 21 22 60 
60 21 45 77 43 22 34 
91 93 87 92 71 25 84 
53 97 94 98 90 59 81 
86 75 85 97 38 88 81 
94 88 97 98 76 16 84 
60 57 72 97 66 55 81 
60 75 78 92 71 93 57 
3510 3283 3757 4071 2549 2579 3310 
70.2 65.66 75.14 81.42 50.98 51.58 66.2 
Sum 
Mean 
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APPENDIX E, 
PERMISSION FOR USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 
Information for Review of Research Involving Human Subjects 
Iowa Stofa Unlversiiy 
(Pleas© 1ype and use the attached instructions for completing this form) 
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1 Title of Prnjffp.f Case Study of a Midwestern High School Using Joyce's Model to Implemen t 
a Major School Improvement Innovation: Authentic Assessment" " 
2. I agree to provide the proper surveillance of this project to insure that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
protected. I will report any adverse reactions to the committee. Additions to or changes in research procedures after the 
project has been approved be submitted to the committee for review. lagree to request lenewalofapprovalforanyproject 
continuing more than one year. 
Ann W. Johnson 6/17/91 • 
Typed Name of Principal Investiguor Oats Signauie of Principal laveitigator 
Professional Studies - Ed Adm Lagomarcino Hall, ISU, 294-5450 
Depamnent Campus Address Campus Telephone 
3. Signatures of other investigators Date ' Relationship to Principal Investigator 
4. Principal Investigator(s) (check all that apply) 
• Faculty • Staff Ë] Graduate Student G Undergraduate Student 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research • g] Thesis or dissertation • Class project • Independent Study (490,590, Honors project) 
6. Number of subjects (complete all that ^ply) 
52. # Adults, non-students # ISU student # minors under 14 other (explain) 
_ # minors 14 -17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instructions, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) 
(see attached sheet) 
(Please do not send research, thesis, or dissertation proposals.) 
8. Infonned Consent: Q Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
^ Modified infonned consent will be obtained. (See instructions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable to this project. 
\ 
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9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used to ensure the confldendality of data obtained. (See 
instructions, item 9.) 
Use of last four digits of their social security numbers for data processing 
and use of trained outside consultant to conduct interviews. 
10. What risks or discomfort will be part of the study? Will subjects in the research be placed at risk or incur discomfort? 
Describe any risks to the subjects and precaudons that will be taken to minimize them. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and includes risks to subjects' dignity and self-respect as well as-psychological or emotional risk. See 
instructions, item 10.) 
(see attached sheet) 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to your research: 
• A. Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
• C. Administration of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
• D. Physical exercise or condidoning for subjects 
• E. Deception of subjects 
• F. Subjects under 14 years of age and/or • Subjects 14 -17 years of age 
• G. Subjects in institutions (nursing homes, prisons, etc.) 
Q H. Research must be approved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of ^proval) 
If you checked any of the items in 11, please complete the following in the space below (include any attachments): 
Items ^ - D Describe the procedures and note the safety precautions being taken. 
Item E Describe how subjects will be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and information to be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, indicate how informed consent from parents or legally authorized repre­
sentatives as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
Items G & H Specify the agency or institution that must approve the project. If subjects in any outside agency or 
instiuition are involved, approval must be obtained prior to beginning tiie research, and the letter of approval 
should be filed. 
Last Name of Principal Investigator_ AnnW. Johnson 
"becklist for Attachments and Time Schedule 
The following are attached (please check): 
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12. [g Letter or written statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the research 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names, #'s), how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17) 
c) an estimate of time needed for participation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable, location of the research activity 
e) how you will ensure confidentiality 
f) in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) participation is voluntary; nonparticipadon will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. • Consent form (if applicable) 
14. g Letter of approval for research from cooperating organizations or institutions (if applicable) 
15. Data'-gathering instruments 
16. Anticipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact 
September, 18, 1990 
Month / Day / Year 
Last Contact 
March 27, 1991 
Month/Day/Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erased: 
September, 1991 
Month / Day / Year 
Department or Administradve Unit tal Execudve Officer Da of Dei) 
m m 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjects Review Committee: 
Z2^>Project Approved Project Not Approved No Acdon Required 
Patricia M. Keith 
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signamre of Committee Chairperson 
GC:l/90 
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Dissertation proposal title: "A Case Study of a Midwestern High 
School Using Joyce's Model to Implement a Major School 
Improvement Innovation: Authentic Assessment." 
Principal Investigator: Ann Johnson 
Procedures: The problem for the study is to determine if the use of a 
training model such as theory, demonstration, practice, feedback has 
had a positive influence on the implementation of authentic 
assessment school wide. In addition, there is a need to examine the 
use of the model and determine factors which may help to further 
the implementation of authentic assessment. The high school in 
which the information was gathered is Urbandale High School, an 
Iowa suburban school with a 9-12 enrollment of 850 students. 
The project includes the triangulation of data collection by analysis of 
a restructuring survey, completion of two questionnaires by each 
teacher involved in authentic assessment, and interviews of each 
teacher involved in the implmentation process. 
The associate principal administered the surveys and verbally 
explained the procedure for completion of the documents. Teachers 
were asked to complete the forms and told that the information 
gathered would be used to help determine common concerns and 
levels of use of the faculty. This information would be helpful in 
identifying interventions and strategies which coould be helpfful in 
furthering the implementation process. Teachers were asked to use 
the last four digits of their social security numbers to allow for 
anonymity. Time (approximately 20 minutes) was provided at 
faculty meetings to complete the forms. They were returned to the 
building staff development specialists or the associate principal. 
Verbal permission has been given and written permission has been 
requested for the use of the SoCQ (Stages of Concern Questionnaire) 
from CBAM Project. I retyped the questionnaire using the term 
"ACE" instead of the word "Innovation" (sample taken from 
Measuring Stapes of Concern About the Innovation: A Manual for 
Use of the SoC Questionnaire.) "ACE" is the acronym that the high 
school uses for the innovation - authentic assessment. 
The questionnaire was given twice to 53 teachers for a total of 106 
questionnaires. Participation in completing the questionnaire, 
interview, and survey was voluntary. 
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I will use the manual of SoC Questionnaire from CBAm (Concerns-
Based Adoption Model) Project to analyze the data. The manual will 
be used to help analyze the specific stages of concern that each 
teacher is having now after one year of implementation of authentic 
assessment. The measure was scored by using 35 statements to 
represent the seven fundamental areas of concern of implementation 
of an innovation. 
AH of the teachers were invited to take part in the interviews which 
were conducted by an outside consultant to assure anonymity. The 
outside consultant had participated in certification of Levels of Use 
interviews withe CBAM model. This provided the consultant with 
the training to analyze the interviews and determine the Levels of 
Use of the participants. Training in and suggestions for using 
interview transcripts for identifying Levels of Use was provided by 
Suzanne Stiegelbauer. Teachers were identified on tape only by the 
last four digits of their social security number. The interviews 
lasted twenty minutes in length and were scheduled by the staff 
development specialis with teachers who were willing to participate 
in the project.. The tapes will be erased after the consultant has 
analyzed them to determine the Levels of Use. 
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